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ABSTRACT 
DOES PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT MAPPING AFFECT TEACHER 
EFFICACY? 
MAY 2008 
MAUREEN RYAN, B.S., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT STORRS 
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT STORRS 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Kathryn A. McDermott 
Efficacy is your personal belief that you are able to 
accomplish the task before you, and teacher efficacy has 
been correlated with increased student achievement. School 
reform policies that mandate interventions in under- 
performing schools may have an impact on teacher efficacy. 
This study investigates a mandated school reform policy 
called Performance Improvement Mapping, and the possible 
effect it may have on teacher efficacy. 
This study was conducted over two years, using both 
quantitative and qualitative research methods. The nine 
teachers in the study completed a baseline Teachers' Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (TES) in 2005, and a second think-out- 
loud administration of the TES in 2007. All thirteen 
participants of the study, including nine teachers, two 
district/DOE liaisons, the principal and the school 
counselor participated in several interviews over the 
vi 
course of the study. Data from the efficacy scales and the 
interviews were triangulated with information from 
researcher observations and a review of pertinent documents 
from the Department of Education, the district and the 
school. Efficacy is a personal belief, and the results of 
this study represent the perceptions of educators as they 
reflected upon the experience of writing a School 
Improvement Plan while participating in the Performance 
Improvement Mapping process. 
The findings of this study will be informative for 
those who write school reform policies, administrators at 
the state, district and school level, and for the educators 
who teach our children. The findings of the current study 
indicate that the PIM process did affect teacher efficacy 
for the people who participated in the PIM training. The 
process did not, however, have a generalized effect on 
members of the staff who did not participate in the 
training. It appears that for PIM to be effective in 
facilitating whole-school improvement, all faculty members 
in the school need to experience PIM training. 
This study also documents the many factors that 
influence school reform, teacher efficacy, and student 
achievement. The results of this study will provide 
valuable information for the Massachusetts Department of 
Vll 
Education as they review the Performance Improvement 
Mapping process, and as they implement future school 
policies . 
reform 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
Teachers are one of the most important variables in 
our children's educational experience. Most teachers enter 
the profession with the belief they will successfully teach 
every child in their classroom. Unfortunately, as an 
elementary school principal, I have witnessed some teachers 
lose this foundational belief, and come to believe there 
are children in their classroom who either will not or 
cannot learn successfully. How can a principal help 
teachers to maintain or strengthen efficacy for teaching 
all students? This is the guestion that I have attempted 
to answer by conducting this study. 
Efficacy has been defined as believing that you can 
accomplish the task before you. Most efficacy research is 
based on two theories of efficacy; one is Albert Bandura's 
(1977) concept that self-efficacy is your own perception 
that you are capable of being successful at a given task. 
Once you have decided that you want to attempt a specific 
task, self-efficacy will be a major factor in determining 
your motivation, effort, and persistence in accomplishing 
that task. If you do not believe you can accomplish the 
1 
task at hand, you are not likely to be motivated to make 
the necessary effort, or to persist when faced with 
difficulties, even if completing the task successfully is 
very important to you. 
Julian Rotter (1966), on the other hand, hypothesizes 
that self-efficacy is influenced by whether people have an 
internal or external locus of control. If you have an 
internal locus of control, you believe that your efforts, 
not luck, chance, or forces beyond your control, determine 
the success or failure of any task you undertake. If, 
however, you have an external locus of control, you believe 
that outside influences have more control over the outcome 
of your efforts than you do. If you have an internal locus 
of control. Rotter theorizes that you will also have a 
stronger sense of efficacy for the task in guestion. 
A great deal of research has been conducted on 
teachers' sense of efficacy, beginning with the seminal 
study conducted by the RAND Corporation (Armor et al., 
1976), and continuing today (Baker, 2005; Tournaki & 
Podell, 2005). Researchers have found positive correlations 
between teachers with a strong sense of efficacy and 
increased student achievement, belief in the ability of 
people to learn and change, analytic thinking, problem 
solving, and other factors that will be discussed later in 
2 
this study. Research has indicated that a person's sense 
of efficacy for a given task is affected by past success or 
failure at that task, the support and encouragement that is 
either present or lacking in the environment for completing 
that task, and specific feedback that is helpful for 
improving performance on the task in question. These and 
other situational factors that may weaken or strengthen 
efficacy will be discussed later in this paper. 
Statement of the Problem 
Student achievement has always been the main criterion 
teachers use to determine their own efficacy (Lortie, 
1975). In this age of accountability, student achievement 
is measured frequently, not only in the classroom, but also 
with assessments mandated by school reform policy. These 
policy requirements, intended to support school 
improvement, are a part of everyday life in today's 
schools. How does this culture of standardized testing, 
state standards, and federally mandated adequate yearly 
process for every student affect teacher efficacy? 
In Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Education Reform 
Act of 1993 and the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001 are the legislative mandates that affect every public 
school teacher, administrator, and student in the 
3 
Commonwealth. If a school or district does not meet the 
accountability criteria for these mandates, the school or 
district will be labeled as under-performing, and the state 
will step in to provide corrective action. Part of this 
corrective action is for educators to participate in the 
Performance Improvement Mapping process (PIM) designed to 
help teachers and administrators write an effective School 
Improvement Plan (SIP). 
It is important for those who develop school reform 
policies to recognize the effect policies may have on 
teacher efficacy. The best policies are only as effective 
as their implementation, and if a policy lowers teacher 
efficacy it is unlikely that it will be implemented 
properly. Poor implementation is unlikely to increase 
student achievement. Teachers need to believe in a 
mandated program and take ownership of the implementation 
of that program at their school. They must believe there 
is a need for the specific school reform policy, and they 
also must believe that the policy will ultimately improve 
student achievement (Mintrop, 2004). 
4 
Background Information 
The Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 
and The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
Based on the factors researchers have identified as 
influencing teacher efficacy, how will school reform 
policies mandated by the state and federal governments 
affect teachers' efficacy? In Massachusetts, reform efforts 
resulted in the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993. 
The Massachusetts Education Reform Act targeted funding, 
accountability, and statewide standards, with documented 
results reguired from all public schools by the year 2000. 
District and School Accountability 
Schools and districts are held accountable for student 
learning. The Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 
reguired the State Board of Education, in concert with the 
Commissioner of Education, to develop criteria that would 
help to determine if schools and districts were meeting the 
standards created by the legislation. If a district or 
school was determined to be under-performing, the state was 
mandated to take corrective action to make sure that the 
school was in compliance with the state mandates 
(Antonucci, 1997). 
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When the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
(NCLB) was passed, the aim of the legislation was to 
reinforce the belief that all children are capable of 
learning, and that all schools and districts are 
responsible to provide evidence that their students are 
learning at a "proficient" level (Yell, 2005). NCLB holds 
schools and districts accountable for documented 
improvement in student proficiency on state-designed, 
standardized tests. 
In Massachusetts, this evaluation is called the 
Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). 
Documented improvement is referred to as Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP). The goal of AYP is to make sure all public 
schools in the United States reach 100% student proficiency 
in Reading-Language Arts and Mathematics, on state-designed 
standardized tests, by the school year 2013-2014. 
AYP is calculated for the aggregate school/district 
population, but also for subgroups that need to be 
monitored to ensure student achievement. These subgroups 
are determined by (a) socioeconomic status, (b) 
disabilities, (c) race and ethnicity, and (d) English 
proficiency (Yell, 2005) . The attendance data of the school 
or district and the percentage of students who took the 
6 
assessment are also considered when determining if Adequate 
Yearly Progress has been achieved. 
Before a school or district is determined to be under- 
performing, a School Panel Review Team investigates the 
school's organizational capacity for improvement and 
determines if the school is able to create an effective 
School Improvement Plan (SIP) without the state's guidance. 
If the Panel determines the school is not able to write an 
effective SIP without the state's guidance, an independent 
Fact Finding Review Team (FFT) visits the district offices 
and the school to find out what the root causes are for low 
student achievement, and to analyze what is needed to 
improve the school. This FFT is under the direction of the 
Department of Education (DOE), but is not a part of the 
Department. The FFT conducts classroom observations; in- 
depth group interviews with school leaders; focus group 
interviews with faculty, students, and staff; and reviews 
school documents provided by both the school the DOE and 
spends three or four days in team consultation on site. The 
team focuses on four domains: (a) Curriculum and 
Instruction, (b) School Climate, (c) Organizational 
Structures and Management, and (d) Leadership and Planning 
(Massachusetts Department of Education, 2005) 
7 
If the FFT determines the school does not have the 
capacity to write an effective school improvement plan 
without the guidance of the DOE, the school is mandated to 
participate in the Performance Improvement Mapping Process 
(PIM). PIM is a professional development opportunity, 
provided by the DOE, for members of the school community to 
learn how to collect and analyze data, and how to use data 
to write, implement, and monitor an effective school 
improvement plan. 
The Performance Improvement Mapping Process (PIM) 
The Massachusetts Department of Education determined 
that the school improvement plans submitted the first year 
schools were identified as under-performing did not meet 
their expectations. The plans had many failings. They 
were: 
(1) too general; 
(2) not based on a thorough data analysis; 
(3) did not target key teaching and learning issues; 
(4) lacked a clear rationale linking the identified 
problems with the improvement strategies cited; and 
8 
(5) did not include measures for tracking 
implementation of proposed improvement strategies 
or a way to monitor the strategies' effectiveness. 
(Massachusetts Department of Education, 2004, p. 
8) . 
In response, the DOE developed the Performance Improvement 
Mapping process to provide under-performing schools and/or 
districts with assistance in writing a School Improvement 
Plan (SIP). 
The PIM process includes eleven steps the school must 
complete to develop a school improvement plan. Worksheets 
and step-by-step directions in the PIM Handbook support the 
process (Massachusetts Department of Education, 2004). 
Trained facilitators are provided by the Massachusetts 
Department of Education, and also by the larger districts 
when resources are available. The PIM team attends retreats 
with the DOE facilitators, away from the school site, where 
they are introduced to each new step and gain practice 
completing it. When the team returns from the retreats, 
they are responsible for disseminating the information to 
the other teachers at the school. They also help the rest 
of the staff become involved in creating and implementing 
the School Improvement Plan. The PIM team also spends hours 
at the school site completing each step, and preparing for 
9 
the next retreat. It is critical that the teachers at the 
school who are not on the PIM team be engaged in the 
process and be willing to implement the SIP once it is 
approved. 
The PIM Process Step-by-Step. First, (Step Zero), the 
school must establish the PIM Team, decide how to collect 
data that will be needed for the remaining steps, and set a 
schedule for the work to be done. This is a critical step, 
because the success of the entire PIM process depends on 
how the team works together and how effective they are with 
the process. The team begins by conducting a school self- 
assessment to identify critical issues that will become the 
focus during the PIM process. The PIM team gathers input 
from all stakeholders during this phase. Stakeholders 
include all staff members at the school, the school 
council, including interested parents and students, as well 
as administrators and district personnel. 
During Step One, the team reviews all data on student 
achievement and determines which groups of students are 
most in need of support. This includes MCAS data as well as 
classroom and district-wide assessments. The team 
determines priority groups that will reguire targeted focus 
during the analysis of data. Groups may include students 
with disabilities, students who are eligible for free or 
10 
reduced cost lunches, students learning English as a second 
language, or the population of the school as a whole. 
In Step Two, the team must determine the trajectory 
for student improvement among the prioritized groups in 
order for those students to make Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP). AYP is determined based on the projected improvement 
of students on the MCAS exam each year to ensure all 
students reach 100% proficiency in English/Language Arts 
and Math by the 2013-2014 school year. 
In Step Three, the team conducts an analysis of the 
MCAS data to identify the specific skills and knowledge 
that students have not mastered from the state standards. 
Once the PIM team members analyze this data, they write 
student-learning objectives based on their findings. 
Finally, the members of the PIM team use other student 
achievement data, such as classroom and district 
assessments, to verify their MCAS analysis. 
In Step Four, the team attempts to determine why 
students haven't mastered the targeted student learning 
objectives. The team members do this by (a) brainstorming 
possible reasons and organizing them into categories, (b) 
consolidating similar causes, and (c) prioritizing which 
causes to address in the coming school year. During this 
phase, the DOE/district facilitators emphasize team focus 
11 
on factors that are within the school's control. This focus 
is an important component of PIM, and the concept is 
repeated frequently throughout the training. 
In Step Five, the PIM team begins the process of 
writing improvement objectives. During this process, the 
team chooses which causes to address, and begins to develop 
solutions for improving student achievement. An improvement 
objective describes the change that will be made in the 
students' learning experiences. The emphasis is on what the 
students need to help them learn successfully. 
In Step Six, the PIM team investigates what strategies 
are already in place at the school to address the causes of 
low student achievement. For each strategy, the team 
assesses if the strategy is fully and appropriately 
implemented throughout the school and if the strategy is 
effective. The team determines if modifications should be 
made to existing strategies, or if some strategies should 
be abandoned. 
In Step Seven, the Department of Education 
facilitators provide opportunities for the PIM team to 
decide what resources the school may need to make sure 
students have the learning experiences they need for 
improved student achievement. The team determines what 
resources are currently available at the school to provide 
12 
those experiences, and what resources are needed to achieve 
the SIP goals. 
In Step Eight, comprehensive and measurable action 
plans are developed and written by the PIM team in a way 
that is meaningful and useful to the entire school staff. 
Action plans are written for both improvement objectives 
(changes that need to be made in the students' learning 
experience) and student learning objectives (specific 
skills and objectives students have not mastered based on 
the state standards). The intent is that any school staff 
member should be able to read the plan and understand 
specifically what he or she needs to do and why the plan is 
important for improving student achievement. 
In Step Nine, the team develops implementation and 
outcome benchmarks. Implementation benchmarks measure 
changes in student learning experiences (improvement 
objectives). Outcome benchmarks provide a standard to 
measure the incremental growth that will be needed in 
student achievement to achieve 100% proficiency in Math and 
English Language Arts on the MCAS exam by the 2013-2014 
school year. 
In Step Ten, the team is required to develop a process 
and a timeline for on-going collection and analysis of 
student achievement data in the coming school years. The 
team must then develop a schedule for the review and 
updating of the school's improvement plan on an annual 
basis. The goal is for the PIM process to become a part of 
the school's culture, embedded into the daily activities of 
the staff. The PIM team itself will need to be continually 
renewed and invigorated, with the responsibilities of the 
process shared by all members of the school community over 
time. 
This study asks whether this intense scrutiny, 
followed by a policy-mandated intervention, weakens or 
strengthens teacher efficacy. The initial fact-finding 
report may lower teacher efficacy, but does the PIM process 
strengthen it as teachers learn how to focus on and use 
data to improve student achievement? Based on the efficacy 
literature, what structural factors are embedded in the PIM 
process that should affect teacher efficacy? 
A Case Study of Teacher Efficacy in One Elementary School 
During the Performance Improvement Mapping Process 
To answer the guestions above, I conducted a research 
study to determine if the Performance Improvement Mapping 
(PIM) process affects teacher efficacy. I chose an 
elementary school that had been labeled under-performing by 
the Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE), and that 
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was about to begin the PIM process and the eventual 
development of a School Improvement Plan (SIP). Other 
researchers have investigated the PIM process (Keirstead & 
Harvell, 2005), but my intent was to conduct a case study 
focusing on educators' perceptions as they participated in 
the PIM process, and the possible affect the process might 
have on teacher efficacy. 
When Albert Bandura stated that to improve efficacy 
people must receive information and participate in 
experiences that significantly change their belief that 
they are not capable of performing a given task (Bandura, 
1992), what exactly would that mean for teachers 
participating in PIM? When teachers begin the PIM process, 
they begin by looking at student achievement data. This 
should help teachers to feel less defensive because no one 
is subjectively saying student failure is the teachers' 
fault. The data is factual, objective, and uncovers reasons 
why students are failing, not by placing blame on teachers 
or students, but by identifying needs in the curriculum or 
instructional practices. Learning how to use objective data 
to drive instructional decision-making may empower teachers 
to become agents of change within their schools, and may 
help to strengthen teacher efficacy. 
15 
Data analysis may also help teachers and 
administrators realize the need for continuous school 
improvement, not because there is anything inherently wrong 
with their school, the students, or themselves, but because 
we live in a constantly changing and evolving world. PIM 
becomes a form of action research, with teachers deciding 
what needs to be done, implementing those decisions, and 
evaluating the results for future modifications. 
Asking teachers to make important instructional 
decisions should strengthen teacher efficacy. The PIM 
process may help teachers to believe they will be able to 
improve student achievement and help to create a culture of 
collaboration and collegiality at the school. This should 
lessen teachers' uncertainty about student achievement, 
which in turn should strengthen teacher efficacy. 
During the PIM process, participants are provided 
modeling, positive feedback, and praise for the job they 
are doing. Principals and district leaders are given 
support in developing an organizational structure for 
school leadership that has been empirically reported to 
increase student achievement and improve teacher efficacy. 
DOE facilitators also model how to conduct regular, 
well-facilitated meetings for evaluating student learning, 
determining student needs, and designing interventions to 
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address those needs. Once those interventions are in place, 
PIM requires empirical evaluation of intervention 
effectiveness based on student learning. 
As the PIM process evolves, the goals for school 
improvement are clear, but they are also allowed to change 
as needed modifications become apparent to the team. 
Principals and teachers may become comfortable and feel 
safe accepting responsibility for student achievement when 
data shows them how they can make it happen. All of these 
factors have been identified as strengthening teacher 
efficacy. 
What about the negative effect PIM could have on 
teacher efficacy? Teachers have reported that, when they 
know that their professional competence is being judged 
based on what they perceive as limited and insufficient 
information, their self-efficacy is threatened. Teachers 
may perceive the fact-finding report and other DOE scrutiny 
as resulting from limited and insufficient information and 
this may have a negative effect on their self-efficacy. 
PIM also requires participants to focus only on 
factors that are within the school's control. This 
requirement may initially be disconcerting for teachers who 
believe the reason students are not learning is their home 
or community environment. The PIM process emphasizes that 
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teachers and administrators must focus on school-based 
improvement objectives, factors within their control, not 
factors inherent in the students, their families or the 
community. This could have a negative effect on some 
teachers' efficacy. 
The most powerful factor to strengthen teacher 
efficacy is student success. Professional development, 
above and beyond the PIM process, may be needed to help 
teachers learn how to increase student engagement, enlist 
parental support, meet the instructional needs of diverse 
learners, and improve classroom management. When 
improvement objectives are being developed during the PIM 
process, it is critical that professional development be 
included based on teacher needs, and be ongoing, site- 
based, and embedded in everyday practice. Professional 
development must always be linked to effective instruction 
and classroom management, and must be supported by 
supervision that monitors, encourages and supports 
professional growth and learning. It takes time to create 
sustained improvement in student achievement and positively 
affect teacher efficacy. 
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Table 1. PIM Factors That May Weaken or Strengthen Teacher 
Efficacy or Locus of Control 
PIM Factors Possible Effect on 
Efficacy/Bandura 
(1997) 
Possible Effect on 
Locus of 
Control/Rotter (1966) 
Objective data 
analysis 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by removing 
the stigma of blame 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
determine student 
needs. 
Learning how to use 
data for decision 
making 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by analyzing 
data to teach students 
more effectively 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
participate in 
determining a course 
of action. 
PIM as a form of 
action research 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by empowering 
teachers to identify 
and solve the root 
causes of low student 
achievement 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
are the ones who 
identify and solve 
problems. 
Organizational support Might strengthen 
efficacy by providing 
the resources and 
guidance needed to 
develop, implement and 
monitor the school 
improvement plan 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control by empowering 
teachers to develop, 
implement, and monitor 
the school improvement 
plan. 
Modeling how to 
facilitate meetings to 
evaluate student needs 
and design 
interventions to meet 
those needs 
Might strengthen 
efficacy when 
facilitators similar 
to participants model 
a behavior and 
teachers believe they 
can accomplish that 
behavior as well 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as 
participants believe 
they can facilitate 
meetings that will 
result in improved 
student achievement. 
Positive feedback and 
specific praise as 
participants go 
through the process 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by what 
Bandura calls verbal 
persuasion when 
significant role 
models verify 
teachers' empowerment 
and expertise 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as significant 
role models verify 
teachers' empowerment 
and expertise. 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 1, cont'd.: 
Teachers as agents of 
change in their 
schools 
Might strengthen 
teacher efficacy when 
participants learn how 
to make changes needed 
to increase student 
achievement 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
are empowered to make 
changes needed to 
increase student 
achievement. 
Continuous school 
improvement as the 
normative culture at 
the school 
Might strengthen 
efficacy when teachers 
work together, not to 
"fix" the school, but 
for on-going school 
improvement 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
believe school 
improvement is an 
ongoing process led by 
teachers at their 
school 
A culture of 
collaboration and 
collegiality 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
become a team for 
continuous school 
improvement 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
work together to 
improve student 
achievement. 
A collective belief in 
the possibility of 
school improvement 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
share the curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment which has 
proven effective at 
their school 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
share what they have 
done, individually and 
as a team, to improve 
student achievement. 
PIM goals clear but 
flexible 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
believe the goals of 
PIM are individualized 
for their school's 
needs 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
are empowered to 
determine the goals 
for the school 
improvement plan. 
Professional 
competence judged 
Might weaken efficacy 
if teachers believe 
their professional 
competence, and the 
competence of their 
school, is judged 
unfairly; might 
strengthen efficacy if 
teachers believe the 
judgment is fair and 
will be followed by 
support and guidance 
Might strengthen 
external locus of 
control if teachers 
believe outside forces 
have the power to 
judge their 
professional 
competence 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 1, cont'd.: 
Focus on factors Might strengthen Might strengthen 
within the school's efficacy if teachers internal locus of 
control believe the factors control if teachers 
that matter for believe they control 
student achievement the factors that 
are curriculum, affect student 
instruction and achievement; might 
assessment; might strengthen external 
weaken efficacy if locus of control if 
• teachers believe the teachers believe they 
factors that matter do not control the 
for student factors that affect 
achievement are 
variables such as 
ability, family 
support, poverty 
and/or a student 
language other than 
English 
student achievement. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether the 
Performance Improvement Mapping process affects teacher 
efficacy. Efficacy is a belief, a perception, and therefore 
may or may not be factually true. Our beliefs, however, 
affect our behaviors, and in doing so affect the outcomes 
of our actions. Specifically, this study attempts to answer 
the following questions: 
1. Does the PIM process for school improvement affect 
teacher efficacy? 
2. Do the educators participating in the PIM process 
believe that PIM is effective in helping them to 
teach students more effectively? 
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3. Do the educators participating in the PIM process 
believe that the PIM process helps other teachers 
in their school teach students more effectively? 
4. What do the educators participating in the PIM 
process think about teacher efficacy, school 
accountability policies, and student achievement? 
Significance of the Study 
Why is teacher efficacy important? Over the past 30 
years, researchers have found correlations between teacher 
efficacy and many important teacher behaviors and beliefs 
(Armor et al, 1976; Warren, 2002) . Teacher behaviors affect 
how teachers teach and how students learn. Teacher beliefs 
affect the choices teachers make. Studies have indicated 
that efficacy affects teacher effort (Tsui, 2001), 
persistence (Tournaki & Podell, 2005), motivation (Bandura, 
1997), instruction (Milner, 2002), student achievement 
(Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), analytic 
thinking/planning and organization (Soodak & Podell, 1996), 
beliefs about control in the classroom (Baker, 2005), and 
job satisfaction (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003). 
Policy makers and educators are struggling with how to 
measure and improve student achievement. Efficacy research 
suggests that strengthening teacher efficacy may be one way 
to accomplish this. This study is intended to help inform 
those who write educational policies and the educators and 
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administrators who implement them. Specifically, it will 
determine whether the Performance Improvement Mapping 
process affects teacher efficacy and if educators 
participating in the process believe it will improve 
student achievement. This study also provides information 
to help policy makers improve their efforts to achieve 
public school accountability. There are many variables that 
affect teacher efficacy and student achievement, and this 
study documents these variables over the two-year time 
period of the research. 
Theoretical Rationale 
Social Learning Theory and Social Cognitive Theory 
have provided the two theoretical foundations for efficacy 
research over the last thirty years. Social learning theory 
(Rotter, 1966) states that people are reinforced by the 
outcomes of their actions. A person who believes that 
successful outcomes are due to internal factors such as 
effort, skill, and ability is said to have an internal 
locus of control. A person who believes that successful 
outcomes are due to external factors such as luck, chance, 
or influences outside your control is said to have an 
external locus of control. People with an internal locus of 
control tend to focus on the variables in their situation 
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that help them to achieve success, attempt to change their 
environment to become more successful, place an emphasis on 
skill development, and are not easily influenced by others. 
Researchers indicate that people with an internal locus of 
control have a stronger sense of efficacy (Armor et al, 
1976) . 
Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1997) proposes 
that three factors interact with each other to influence a 
person's expectation of success at a specific task. These 
three factors are the cognitive and affective 
characteristics of the individual, the behavior that is 
needed to accomplish the specific task, and the 
environmental factors that either impede or support the 
accomplishment of the task. Bandura suggests that there is 
a reciprocal process: what people think, believe, and feel 
affects how they behave, and then the outcome of their 
behavior affects how they think, believe, and feel about 
accomplishing the task the next time (Bandura, 1997) . 
Bandura indicates that people consider two dimensions when 
deciding whether or not to attempt a specific task. One is 
outcome expectancy, or the belief that certain behaviors 
will result in certain outcomes. The other is efficacy 
expectancy, or the belief that you will or will not be 
successful at the task in question. 
Social Learning Theory and Social Cognitive Theory are 
similar; however, they are not identical. Both attempt to 
explain why people believe they will succeed or fail at a 
given task, and also the effect this prediction has on 
their motivation, effort, and persistence for the task. The 
difference is that, according to Bandura (1997), believing 
that internal factors determine success or failure is not 
the same as believing that you possess those factors. For a 
teacher, believing that effort and skill (internal locus of 
control) should improve student achievement does not 
necessarily mean that you believe that you possess the 
skill to do the job (efficacy expectation). 
Efficacy is a personal belief, and this study 
investigates teacher efficacy by asking educators what 
their perceptions are in their own words. Social Learning 
Theory and Social Cognitive Theory are the theoretical 
foundations for this research, and the qualitative method 
of inquiry helps to clarify exactly what it is these 
educators believe. 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework for this study is based on 
efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997; Rotter 1966) . Efficacy 
theory proposes that a person who believes that they can 
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accomplish a task is likely to exert more effort, be more 
persistent when faced with challenges, and be motivated to 
successfully complete the task. Efficacy research has 
suggested correlations between strong teacher efficacy and 
high student achievement. If a principal is able to provide 
support to help improve or strengthen teacher efficacy, it 
is possible that increased teacher efficacy will foster 
improved student achievement. This study quantitatively 
measured teacher efficacy. To enhance the meaning of the 
quantitative data, qualitative research methods such as in- 
depth interviews and observations were conducted over two 
years while these educators participated in Performance 
Improvement Mapping (PIM). 
Several factors have made measurement of efficacy 
difficult. These factors include wording confounds on 
efficacy scales (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), 
social desirability bias (Sachs, 2004), a ceiling effect 
for some respondents (Deemer, 2004), self-referent versus 
norm-referent responses (Deemer & Minke, 1999), 
contextually specific measurement instruments (Sorrells & 
Schaller, 2004), and attempting to identify causation in 
efficacy research (Ashton et al, 1983). This study 
addresses some of these concerns by combining data from a 
contextually specific quantitative efficacy scale with a 
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"think-out-loud" during the final administration of the 
scale. By asking the participants to say what they are 
thinking as they answer the items on the Teachers' Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TES), we should be able to determine 
whether the participant is answering the question with a 
seif- or norm-referent focus, and how the reader is 
interpreting the question itself. Efficacy is a perception, 
not necessarily factually accurate; therefore, mining 
participants' thoughts as they answer the efficacy scale 
items illuminates how the questions were perceived and what 
participants' answers really mean. The question of 
causation will not be addressed in this study, however, 
because an experimental study is required to determine 
causation. 
I chose to study the Performance Improvement Mapping 
(PIM) process because it includes many of the factors 
identified in the literature as having an effect on teacher 
efficacy. During the course of the study, each of the 
following factors was investigated as data was collected 
and analyzed. 
Teacher uncertainty (Raudenbush et al, 1992) is 
defined as the dilemma teachers face when they are not sure 
they are having a positive effect on student achievement. 
This uncertainty may weaken teacher efficacy. Learning to 
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analyze data on student achievement may help teachers to be 
more cognizant of their impact on student achievement. 
Prior success and failure in the classroom has been 
identified as having an effect on teacher efficacy (Bong & 
Hocevar, 2002). It is possible that teachers who have been 
experiencing failure teaching students in their classroom 
will experience more success after learning how to analyze 
data and then use the information to drive their 
instructional decision-making. This success would help to 
strengthen teacher efficacy. 
It has been determined that for teachers to have a 
strong sense of efficacy they must believe that all 
students can learn (Deemer, 2004). Analyzing data on all 
students, and collaborating with peers to find ways to meet 
students' needs may help teachers to believe that, with the 
proper instruction and curriculum, all students are able to 
learn effectively. 
When teachers believe they are being unfairly judged 
based on limited or erroneous information their efficacy is 
weakened (Ashton & Webb, 1986). The Panel Review Report 
and the Fact Finding Review Report may have this effect on 
teachers in schools that have been labeled under- 
performing. The PIM process may counter this effect when 
teachers are able to objectively analyze the contextually 
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specific situation in their school. Participating in the 
PIM process provides teachers the opportunity to analyze 
the environment in the entire school, not just in their own 
classroom. This may strengthen teacher efficacy, as 
teachers become agents of whole-school change. 
It is important that teachers receive positive 
feedback and praise for what they do (Morrell & Carroll, 
2003). The PIM process provides a forum for this feedback 
and praise, which should help to improve teacher efficacy. 
To strengthen teacher efficacy, teachers must believe 
that they will have a positive affect on student learning 
despite the existence of negative influences outside the 
school (Yoon, 2002). The PIM process focuses teachers on 
factors they can control - specifically, instruction, 
curriculum and assessment. This focus should help to raise 
teacher efficacy. 
Factors in the school environment (Tarter and Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2006), including the school organization and 
leadership (Caprara et al, 2003), are critical for teacher 
efficacy. The PIM process should have a positive effect on 
these factors, and on teacher efficacy, as the 
administration works with teachers to create an organized, 
data-driven environment at the school. 
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Creating a culture of collegiality and collaboration 
at the school is essential to strengthening teacher 
efficacy (Johnson & Birkland, 2003). As the PIM team works 
together at the retreats and back at the school work-site 
this culture should emerge and, over time, generalize to 
the entire school staff. 
As the PIM process continues and a school improvement 
plan is written, it is important for maintaining or 
strengthening teacher efficacy that the plan remains 
flexible to the needs of the specific school (Bloom & 
Stein, 2004) . The facilitators at the PIM retreats 
emphasize that the SIP should be written to meet the needs 
of the students in the school. When a plan is written 
generically, or just to meet the needs of an accountability 
policy, teacher efficacy may suffer. 
One of the most important attributes of the PIM 
process is that DOE facilitators model how to conduct 
effective meetings for evaluating student learning, 
determining student needs, and designing interventions to 
address those needs. Teacher efficacy should be 
strengthened when teachers believe the administration and 
teacher-leaders have the ability to effectively facilitate 
student-focused meetings throughout the school year (Woods, 
& Weamer, 200 4) . 
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Empowering teachers to be agents of change should help 
strengthen teacher efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 2004). It is 
critical that members of the PIM team make sure all 
teachers feel empowered by the process, and that other 
teachers become part of the PIM team in the future. 
Finally, supervision that helps teachers to grow 
professionally, rather than supervision that criticizes 
i 
without support, is essential to strong teacher efficacy 
i f 
(Colacarci & Breton, 2001). The PIM process should help 
the administration to provide specific, objective, data- 
I1"' 1 
driven feedback and support for teachers so they will be 
able to improve their instructional practice and increase 
student achievement. 
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Limitations of the Study 
The focus of this case study is on one elementary 
school in Massachusetts that has been labeled under- 
performing by the Department of Education. Conclusions from 
this study may not be generalized to other schools or 
districts. The perceptions of these educators are very 
personal and may not reflect the beliefs of others. The 
study was conducted by asking for volunteers, and the 
educators who agreed to participate do not necessarily 
represent those who chose not to. 
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Many initiatives were being implemented at this school 
and in this district at the time of the study. It is not 
possible to isolate the PIM process as having the only 
effect on teacher efficacy during this time. The PIM 
process may have been only one factor that affected teacher 
efficacy during the two years the study was conducted. 
A quantitative scale was used to gain information 
about teachers' perceived efficacy at the beginning of the 
study and again at the end. Due to the small sample size 
of a case study, it was not meaningful to statistically 
analyze the quantitative data beyond the calculation of 
means. The quantitative results of the efficacy scales were 
compared to the information obtained from qualitative data 
such as observations, documents, and individual interviews. 
This qualitative data helped to clarify the implications 
from the efficacy scales alone. 
The most powerful influence on teachers' self-efficacy 
is whether or not teachers believe they are achieving 
success with their students (Bandura, 1997). Due to the 
two-year time limit of this research, however, improved 
student achievement on the Massachusetts Comprehensive 
Assessment System (MCAS) may not have had a significant 
impact on teacher efficacy. 
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Outline of the Study 
This study attempts to determine what, if any, effect 
the PIM process has on teacher efficacy. In Chapter 2, I 
begin by discussing the difference between Social Learning 
Theory (Rotter, 1966) and Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 
1977, 1997), the two theoretical foundations of efficacy 
research over the last 30 years. Next, I discuss how 
researchers and theorists define and measure efficacy, and 
the problems that have made the measurement of efficacy 
difficult. 
In the next part of Chapter 2, I discuss what efficacy 
affects, and the research studies conducted to empirically 
test those findings. I document why teacher efficacy is 
important, and what the research has shown concerning 
efficacy and its possible affect on student achievement. In 
the final section of Chapter 2, I discuss the studies that 
have investigated what factors may affect efficacy, why 
teacher efficacy is important, and how efficacy may be 
maintained or strengthened over the years. 
Chapter 3 will describe the research and methodology 
of this study. The chapter begins with an explanation of 
the rationale for the study, and includes demographic 
information about the school where the research was 
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conducted and why the school was labeled under—performing 
by the Department of Education. 
The next part of Chapter 3 explains why an evaluative 
case study was chosen for this research, and the research 
procedures that were implemented to conduct the study. This 
section is followed by a description of the methods used 
for data collection and analysis. The final part of Chapter 
3 includes information concerning the reliability and 
validity of the study, and a discussion about researcher 
bias . 
After a brief introduction, Chapters 4, 5, and 6 
present a discussion and analysis of the data that emerged 
from this study. Chapter 4 presents information from the 
Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TES) completed by the 
nine teachers who participated in this study. The TES was 
administered in 2005 and again in 2007. The 2007 TES 
results provide additional information from a think-out- 
loud in which the teachers answered the items out loud with 
the researcher as they completed the TES scale. This 
additional information adds to the debate among researchers 
concerning guestions related to efficacy research. 
Chapter 5 continues with an analysis and discussion of 
documents obtained during the study, and information 
derived from researcher observations over two years. 
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Chapter 6 follows with an analysis and discussion of 
interviews conducted with all 13 participants in the study. 
Besides the nine teachers, this study included two 
district/DOE liaisons, one administrator, and one school 
counselor. 
Chapter 7 revisits the matrix from Table 1. First, I 
examine ways in which the PIM process affected teachers' 
sense of efficacy. Then, I discuss the ways in which 
participating in the PIM process affected teachers' locus 
of control. The chapter concludes with a discussion 
concerning how the results of this study have informed my 
work as an educational administrator. 
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CHAPTER 2 
RESEARCH ON TEACHER EFFICACY 
This chapter presents information from research 
studies that have been conducted on teacher efficacy. The 
chapter begins with an overview of the theoretical 
foundations for efficacy research: Social Learning Theory 
and Social Cognitive Theory. The next section of the 
chapter contains information regarding the measurement 
difficulties faced by efficacy researchers over the last 30 
years. This section is followed by a discussion of what 
efficacY affects, and the final section will discuss what 
factors affect efficacy. 
Theoretical Foundations 
Two theories provide the foundation for most efficacy 
research. The first is Social Learning Theory, in which 
Julian Rotter (1966) proposes that people are reinforced by 
outcomes. When people behave in a certain way, and that 
behavior results in a successful outcome, they expect that 
same behavior will allow them to be successful on a similar 
task in the future. 
Rotter added to this proposition by theorizing that 
people are affected differently by outcomes based on 
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whether they believe that the success or failure they 
experience when attempting a task is due to internal or 
external factors. Internal factors are defined as 
characteristics of the individual such as skill, ability 
and/or effort; external factors are variables such as luck, 
chance, and/or influences that are outside a person's 
control. 
A person who believes that a successful outcome is due 
to internal factors, such as effort, will be more likely to 
focus on the variables in the environment that provide 
useful information to achieve success, will try to make 
changes in the environment when necessary, will place 
greater emphasis on skill development, and will not be 
easily influenced by others. The perception that success or 
failure is either determined by internal forces such as 
effort, or is the result of luck, task difficulty, or 
forces outside of your control, is referred to as Locus of 
Control (Rotter, 1966) . 
Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997) proposes 
that three factors interact and influence one another to 
determine an individual's expectation of success. These 
three factors are the cognitive and affective 
characteristics of the individual, the behavior needed to 
accomplish the task, and the environment in which that 
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behavior will take place. Bandura referred to this 
interaction as triadic reciprocal causation (Bandura, 
1997). 
Bandura theorizes that people are not controlled 
exclusively by internal or external influences, but are 
able to reflect on past experiences or the experiences of 
others to determine what their future actions should be. 
What people think, believe, and feel affects how they 
behave, and the outcome of those behaviors affects how they 
think, believe, and feel about the task in the future. This 
process allows individuals to be proactive in their 
decision-making rather than being limited to reacting as 
situations occur (Bandura, 1986). 
Bandura also proposed that there are two different 
dimensions people consider when deciding if they want to 
undertake a task. One is outcome expectancy, the perception 
that certain behaviors will result in certain outcomes; and 
the other is efficacy expectancy, the perception that you 
have the skill or characteristics necessary to be 
successful at the task. 
These theoretical foundations have provided the 
structure for efficacy research over the past 30 years 
They have also created confusion because, although they are 
similar, they are not. identical constructs. Both constructs 
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focus on the reasons people predict they will have success 
or failure in the future and hypothesize that these beliefs 
affect effort, persistence, and motivation for the task at 
hand. Some efficacy measurements, however, have been based 
on Social Learning Theory/Locus of Control, while others 
have been based on Social Cognitive Theory. The results of 
these studies are difficult to compare and interpret 
because the theoretical foundations are different. 
Believing that success at a given task is determined by 
behaviors internal to the individual (internal locus of 
control) is not the same as believing that you have the 
ability to be successful at that task (efficacy 
expectancy). An example would be a teacher who believes 
that mastery teaching by a faculty member will result in 
increased student learning regardless of outside influences 
(internal locus of control), but does not believe that she 
has the skill to implement mastery teaching (efficacy 
expectancy). 
Measurement of Efficacy 
The first measurement of teacher efficacy was 
conducted in 1976 by a group of researchers, funded by the 
RAND Corporation, investigating students' reading 
achievement in the Los Angeles public schools (Armor et 
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al., 1976). These researchers asked teachers to respond to 
two statements. The first item stated: "When it comes right 
down to it, a teacher really can't do much (because) most 
of a student's motivation and performance depends on his or 
her home environment." The second item stated: "If I try 
really hard, I can get through to even the most difficult 
or unmotivated students." (Armor et al., 1976, p. 23) 
This seminal study was followed in 1977 by another 
RAND Corporation research project investigating the 
implementation, sustainability, and proliferation of the 
strategies teachers were taught in federally funded 
projects designed to improve student achievement. Results 
from this study revealed that teachers' sense of efficacy 
had a major impact on the project goals achieved, the 
amount of improvement in student reading achievement, the 
degree of teacher change, and whether or not the project's 
methods and materials continued to be utilized after the 
project was officially completed (Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, 
Pauly, & Zellman, 1977) . 
Both of these studies were based on Rotter's Locus of 
Control Theory. If a teacher agreed with statement one, it 
was determined that the teacher exhibited an external locus 
of control. If a teacher agreed with statement two, it was 
determined that teacher was exhibiting an internal locus of 
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control. The RAND researchers, however, combined the two 
responses into a single measure they labeled "teacher 
efficacy" which they defined as "the extent to which the 
teacher believes he or she has the capacity to affect 
student performance" (Berman et al., 1977, p. 137.) This 
summing of the two RAND items to determine teacher efficacy 
compromised the clarity of the two constructs: locus of 
control and efficacy expectancy. 
As researchers began to hypothesize that teacher 
efficacy might be a powerful variable for improving student 
achievement, they also began to express concern about the 
reliability and validity of a two-item instrument to 
measure efficacy (Ashton, Buhr & Crocker, 1984; Bandura, 
1997; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001). Researchers called for continued investigation into 
the development of more valid and reliable instruments to 
measure efficacy. 
Over the course of these investigations, researchers 
found that self-report measures are vulnerable to social 
desirability bias (Ashton, Buhr et al., 1984; Ashton, 
Olejnik, Crocker, & McAuliff, 1982; Deemer, 2004; Sachs, 
2004). When participants are filling out a scale or survey, 
they are apt to answer questions based on what they know is 
the socially desirable response rather than actual 
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practice. Teachers may report how they would like to teach, 
or how they would like to feel about their students, rather 
than the actual facts of the situation. A ceiling effect 
may also occur when the baseline measurement on a self- 
report scale registers the highest possible scores and 
there is no room for an increase of the measured variable 
during the study. 
Researchers have also expressed concern over 
identifying whether teachers use a self—referent or norm 
referent focus when answering efficacy questions (Ashton, 
Buhr et al., 1984; Deemer & Minke, 1999) . Researchers have 
found that teachers appear to judge how effective they are 
with their students in relation to how they believe other 
teachers are doing (norm-referenced). Even when items on 
the scale were worded "my influence" or "teachers' 
influence," the teachers responses suggest they focused on 
what they believed was the influence all teachers would 
have in a given situation, not specifically what influence 
they, themselves, would have (Guskey & Passaro, 1994) . 
Teachers' knowledge about how effective other teachers 
are is limited (Ashton, Webb, & Doda, 1983; Lortie, 1975) 
because they often do not have the opportunity to observe 
other classrooms in process. Most teacher impressions of 
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how other teachers are doing are based on what students say 
or from discussions with other teachers. 
Research has consistently identified two dimensions of 
teacher efficacy, although these two dimensions have been 
given many different labels. When these two dimensions are 
combined to form one summary measurement, many researchers 
question the usefulness, reliability, and validity of the 
findings (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Riggs & Enochs, 1990). 
Beginning with the RAND studies, various researchers have 
summed the two aspects of efficacy (personal teaching 
efficacy [PTE] and general teaching efficacy [GTE]) and 
reported a teacher efficacy (TE) score based on the results 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Guskey, 1988). This summing of scores 
may hide major differences that are important for designing 
programs to improve teachers' sense of efficacy based on 
individual teacher needs. Some teachers may believe they 
are unable to teach specific students (PTE), while other 
teachers may believe that specific students are unable to 
learn regardless of who is teaching them (GTE). Inter¬ 
ventions to improve student achievement would be very 
different given these two assumptions. 
Another concern of efficacy researchers is the context 
of the teaching environment. When measurement instruments 
are not context specific they are less accurate predictors 
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of how teachers' self-efficacy will affect their daily 
practice (Bong & Hocevar, 2002; Coladarci & Breton, 2001; 
Sorrells & Schaller, 2004). Teachers appear to weigh 
questions about their efficacy in a given teaching 
situation by comparing their perceived chance of success 
against the specific resources and constraints in their 
classroom or school, not a generic classroom situation 
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998) . 
The specific wording of items on instruments designed 
to measure efficacy has been called into question as well 
(Deemer & Minke, 1999; Guskey & Passaro, 1994) . In 
particular, the Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 
1984), which is frequently used in efficacy research, has 
been worded in such a way that items may influence teacher 
responses. The items that load on the personal efficacy 
factor all begin with "I", are positive in their 
orientation, and have an internal locus of control (/yI 
can... ). The items that load on the teaching efficacy 
factor all begin with "teachers," are negative in their 
orientation, and have an external locus of control 
("teachers cannot..."). These wording confounds may have 
skewed interpretations as teachers answered the items and 
as researchers evaluated the responses. 
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One of the most perplexing measurement issues in 
efficacy research is one of causation. Most efficacy 
studies are not experimental, and therefore it is not 
possible to determine the direction of causation (Allinder, 
1994; Midgley, Feldlaufer & Eccles, 1989). Researchers have 
suggested that teachers' efficacy affects student 
achievement, but teacher efficacy is also affected by 
student achievement (Ashton et al., 1983). Researchers who 
are studying collective efficacy have also suggested that 
an individual teacher's efficacy and the collective 
efficacy of all the teachers in a school have a reciprocal 
relationship, each affecting the other (Goddard & Goddard, 
2001; Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004). 
More experimental and longitudinal studies of efficacy 
are needed before the direction of causality in efficacy 
research may be clarified (Pajares, 1997). Ecological 
studies, in which many variables are studied as they affect 
each other, may be one way researchers can address this 
question in the future (Bronfenbrenner, 1976; Rimm-Kaufman 
& Sawyer, 2004) . 
Clarifying exactly what efficacy researchers are 
measuring, and the way the results of efficacy research are 
described in the literature, sometimes makes efficacy 
research difficult to interpret. The two dimensions that 
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consistently appear in efficacy research have been labeled 
in many different ways by many different researchers. 
Examples of this phenomenon include: internal locus of 
control and external locus of control (Rotter, 1966); 
teacher efficacy as the sum of the two items researchers 
have labeled general teaching efficacy and personal 
teaching efficacy (Armor et al, 1976); outcome expectancies 
and efficacy expectancies (Bandura, 1977); responsibility 
for student achievement/failure and responsibility for 
student achievement/success (Guskey, 1981); teacher locus 
of control/internal and teacher locus of control/external 
(Rose & Medway; 1981); teaching efficacy, personal efficacy 
and the sum of these two factors labeled personal teaching 
efficacy (Ashton et al., 1982); personal teaching efficacy 
and teaching efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) and internal 
dimension/external dimension (Guskey & Passaro, 1994) . 
Other researchers have attempted to measure efficacy 
in more specific contextual situations. Examples include 
personal science teaching efficacy belief and science 
outcome expectancy (Riggs & Enochs, 1990) as well as 
efficacy for student engagement/efficacy for instructional 
strategies/ and efficacy for classroom management summed 
together and labeled overall efficacy (Tschannen—Moran & 
Woolfoik Hoy, 2001). Many people seem to agree that 
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efficacy is an important variable to study, but after 30 
years, the concept is still unclear. 
What are the relationships between these different 
measures of efficacy? Coladarci and Fink, as reported in 
Teacher Efficacy: Capturing an Elusive Construct 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfoik Hoy, 2001) conducted a study to 
answer that question, and found correlations among the five 
most frequently used instruments ranging from .57 to .64, 
1.00 being a perfect correlation. Subscales for the five 
efficacy measurements provide more detailed information 
indicating that all the measures are describing related 
constructs, but the fit is not perfect. 
Many researchers are calling for more qualitative 
studies in the field of efficacy research (Coladarci & 
Breton, 2001; Henson, 2001; Pajares, 1992, 1997; Sachs, 
2004; Warren, 2002). Efficacy is defined as a perception, a 
belief that may or may not be true (Bandura, 1997) . 
Qualitative research that asks teachers to talk about their 
perceptions might be able to clarify just what teacher 
efficacy really means. 
Perhaps with clarification of what teachers' 
perceptions really are, researchers will be able to find 
other correlations between teachers' beliefs and teacher 
practice (Sachs, 2004). Asking teachers to think-out-loud 
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(Coladarci & Breton, 2001) as they answer efficacy scales 
has been suggested as one way help to clarify what teachers 
believe measurement items are asking them. This procedure 
would also help researchers to understand responses as 
teachers meant them to be understood. Finding answers to 
how efficacy beliefs are developed and how those beliefs 
influence the choices teachers make would also help to 
inform the decisions administrators need to make about 
professional development and school improvement (Pajares, 
1997). 
What Efficacy Affects 
Why is teacher efficacy important? Over the past 30 
years, researchers have found correlations between teacher 
efficacy and many important teacher behaviors and beliefs 
(Armor et al, 1976; Tournaki & Podell, 2005; Warren, 2002). 
Teachers' behaviors affect how teachers teach and how 
students learn. Teachers' beliefs affect the choices 
teachers make. The following is a review of empirical 
studies that have been conducted to investigate the effects 
of teacher efficacy on teaching and learning. 
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Effort. 
Studies have indicated that teachers who have a 
stronger sense of efficacy exert more effort to improve 
student achievement (Armor et al, 1976; Czerniak & 
Schriver, 1994; Guskey, 1988; Tsui, 2001). Teachers with a 
weaker sense of efficacy tend to give up on teaching low- 
achieving students and do not exert the effort necessary to 
improve student learning (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 
1993, 1997; Czerniak & Schriver, 1994; Marble, Finley & 
Ferguson, 2000; Soodak & Podell, 1996; Warren, 2002). 
Responsibility 
Teachers with a low sense of efficacy tend to blame 
other factors for students' low achievement. Teachers with 
a high sense of efficacy take responsibility for student 
achievement, have high expectations that their students 
will learn, and believe that good teaching makes the 
difference in student achievement (Brookover & Lezotte, 
1979; Czerniak & Schriver, 1994; Marble et al., 2000; 
Warren, 2002) . Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy 
believe that a teacher needs to stimulate intellectual 
curiosity within students and nurture their lifelong 
interest in learning (Lortie, 1975) . 
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Persistence 
Teachers with a high sense of efficacy take pride in 
the challenge of teaching all students effectively (Ashton 
& Webb, 1986). They are more apt to use creative, 
innovative instructional practices as a way to overcome 
students' learning difficulties. They set higher goals for 
themselves and their students, and have the staying power 
to reach those goals (Bandura, 1993, 1997; Guskey, 1988; 
Tournaki & Podell, 2005). 
Collective Efficacy 
Collective efficacy is defined as the self-belief of 
an organization that its members will be able to accomplish 
the mission of the organization. A strong collective 
efficacy may create a culture within which teachers feel it 
is their responsibility to persist, even when faced with 
obstacles, to facilitate student achievement. When this 
happens, the school becomes a vibrant learning community 
for both staff and students. On the other hand, a weak 
collective efficacy may create a culture in which it is 
taken for granted that some students will not learn and 
therefore persistence is futile (Goddard & Goddard, 2001). 
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Accomplishing Goals and Adhering to Programs 
Berman and his colleagues (Berman et al., 1977) found 
that, in the schools they studied, the goals that had been 
set in federal programs designed to improve student 
achievement were much more likely to be achieved when 
teachers had a strong sense of efficacy. They also found 
that, when teachers had a higher sense of efficacy, the 
methods and materials used in those programs were more 
likely to be continued after the project was completed. 
Motivation for Continuous Learning 
A correlation has been found between teacher efficacy 
and teacher motivation for continuous learning (Armor et 
al, 1976) . Teachers with a low sense of efficacy are less 
likely to be motivated to participate in professional 
development designed to improve student achievement 
(Guskey, 1988) . 
Believing All Students Can Learn 
Studies have indicated that teachers with a high sense 
of efficacy believe that all students can learn. These 
teachers also believe that teachers' efforts matter in 
improving student achievement (Deemer, 2004; Guskey, 1988). 
When teachers believe there is not much they can do to 
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influence student achievement, a sense of futility creates 
frustration and disillusionment (Allinder, 1994; Brookover 
& Lezotte, 1979). This futility inhibits teachers' 
motivation for improving their instructional proficiency 
(Soodak & Podell, 1996). 
When teachers perceive "deficits" in students' 
ability, family background, or life experience as 
insurmountable, they lower their expectations for student 
achievement (Warren, 2002) . When teachers are resistant to 
improving their instructional performance, and lower their 
expectations for student achievement, a self-fulfilling 
prophecy of student failure results; a collective sense of 
academic futility becomes the normative culture of the 
school (Bandura, 1993, 1997). 
Teaching 
Studies have indicated that teachers with a strong 
sense of efficacy are more enthusiastic about teaching 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986). They are also less complacent and 
less likely to accept the status quo (Brookover & Lezotte, 
1979). Teachers who are enthusiastic about teaching tend to 
be dedicated to improving their skills as teachers, and 
therefore, are more likely to deliver effective instruction 
to their students (Milner, 2002; Tsui, 2001). They tend to 
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be willing to listen to suggestions, and are more apt to 
act on those suggestions (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
On the other hand, teachers with a low sense of 
efficacy for teaching communicate low expectations to their 
students (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Midgley et al., 1989). They 
tend to withhold assistance from students they perceive as 
incapable of learning. Students who are having difficulty 
learning are particularly vulnerable to teacher 
expectations. 
Teachers with a low sense of efficacy tend to 
concentrate their efforts on the students they perceive as 
capable of benefiting from their instruction (Ashton & 
Webb, 1986; Warren, 2002). Teachers with a strong sense of 
efficacy provide demanding coursework, opportunities for 
guided and independent practice, and mastery experiences 
that strengthen students' ability to use the skills they 
have mastered (Bandura; 1993, 1997; Tsui, 2001) . Teachers 
with a strong sense of efficacy communicate clear 
expectations to their students, and clarify the purpose of 
the lesson before they begin teaching (Armor et al, 1976). 
They let their students know they value learning, and 
emphasize on-task behavior throughout the day, while 
encouraging students as they are coached to mastery of the 
material. 
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Teachers who are confident in their ability to teach 
all students are more apt to modify their instruction to 
meet the individual needs of their students (Soodak & 
Podell, 1996). The quantity and rigor of student work is 
also affected by teacher efficacy. High efficacy teachers 
tend to present less work, but in greater depth, and they 
expect students to do auxiliary work outside of class to 
support the learning that takes place in class. 
Above all, teachers with a high sense of efficacy 
exhibit an awareness of what is happening in their 
classroom and with individual students so they can be 
proactive in their classroom management and their academic 
preparation (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 
Studies have indicated that teachers with a strong sense of 
efficacy have a track record of effective job performance, 
maximize instructional efficiency (Ballantine, 1998; Rose & 
Medway, 1981), and spend more time on instruction than 
teachers with a weaker sense of efficacy (Brookover & 
Lezotte, 1979). 
Educational Theories and Philosophy 
Teachers with a high sense of efficacy tend to use the 
educational theories they learned in college, and create a 
classroom atmosphere that emphasizes effort and mastery as 
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the way to improve learning (Czerniak & Schriver, 1994; 
Deemer, 2004) . Teachers with a lower sense of efficacy tend 
to use more ability grouping and may water down curriculum 
and lower standards (Rose & Medway, 1981). 
When students give an incorrect answer, teachers with 
a weaker sense of efficacy may immediately call on another 
student, give the correct answer, or go on to another 
question. Teachers with a higher sense of efficacy, on the 
other hand, are more likely to lead the student to the 
correct answer by asking probing questions before going on 
with the lesson (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 
Passive/Active Learning 
Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy are open to 
student comments and questions, and encourage active, 
participative learning. They frequently use small groups, 
class discussions, student presentations, and encourage 
independent learning. Teaching and learning are perceived 
as ongoing and bi-directional. Teachers with a strong 
sense of efficacy believe they learn from their students 
while their students are learning from them (Tsui, 2001). 
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Analytic Thinking/Planning/Organization 
Effective teaching requires a great deal of planning 
and organization. Effective teaching in everyday classrooms 
requires the ability to analyze the situation and devise 
appropriate strategies to solve problems. Research has 
indicated that teachers with a strong sense of efficacy are 
more organized and tend to spend more time planning their 
lessons to facilitate student success (Allinder, 1994; 
Armor et al, 1976; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 
Teachers with a high degree of self-efficacy keep 
better records and use the data they have collected to 
drive their instructional decisions (Ashton & Webb, 1986; 
Brookover & Lezotte, 1979). When obstacles to teaching and 
learning do occur, these teachers tend to rely on self- 
examination, and focus on variables that are under their 
control (Czerniak & Schriver, 1994; Goddard et al., 2000). 
Efficacy affects how people think, and influences the 
anticipatory scenarios people create when facing any 
situation. A high sense of efficacy facilitates the ability 
of teachers to look for coping strategies, rather than 
dwelling on deficiencies that may impair problem solving 
(Bandura, 1993, 1997) . 
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Collaboration 
Efficacy affects whether or not teachers find it 
beneficial to collaborate with others concerning the 
educational needs of their students (DeForest & Hughes, 
1992; Lortie, 1975; Soodak & Podell, 1996) . Teachers with a 
strong sense of efficacy tend to meet regularly with their 
peers, share their work, support one another with 
information about what is working and what is not, and 
evaluate the time spent collaborating as worthwhile. In 
schools where collective efficacy is high, this 
collaboration becomes ingrained in the school culture 
(Tsui, 2001) . 
Control 
Teachers often report that maintaining discipline in 
their classrooms is stressful (Baker, 2005). They also 
report, however, that a strong sense of efficacy for 
instructional effectiveness increases their ability to 
persist through the stressful times, and helps them to find 
ways to improve the discipline in their classrooms. Without 
this strong sense of efficacy and the ability to persevere, 
teachers become emotionally and physically drained. 
A weak sense of efficacy has been correlated with 
teachers' reluctance to establish relationships with their 
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students. This reluctance is due to teachers' fear they 
will lose control in the classroom if they get too 
"friendly" with their students (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Yoon, 
2002) . 
Teachers with a low sense of efficacy tend to use more 
criticism, and communicate the expectation that some 
students are unable to learn (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 
Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy appear to let 
students know they care about students' problems, create an 
atmosphere that is relaxed and friendly, use praise 
frequently, and have happier, more efficient classrooms 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986). 
In one study, a theme among high efficacy teachers was 
they were called to teach" (Warren, 2002). These teachers 
believed they had a gift, and it was their responsibility 
to use it to help students learn. 
1^ classrooms where teachers have a high sense of 
®^^ ^y> there appears to be a balance between discipline 
and positive reinforcement (Armor et al, 1976). There also 
appear to be fewer behavioral disruptions (Rose & Medway, 
1981). In classrooms where teachers have a low sense of 
efficacy, discipline takes center stage. Strategies for 
pupil control often include sarcasm and ostracism, and the 
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teacher uses the power of the teaching position as a means 
to control the students (Ashton & Webb, 1986) . 
When teachers have a high sense of efficacy, minor 
disruptions are expected and are handled fairly, 
consistently, and in a business-like manner without 
emotional overtones. In these classrooms, expectations are 
clear and teachers are proactive. They monitor the 
classroom to prevent problems before they escalate. Rewards 
are given regularly for appropriate behavior, and when 
reprimands are needed they are not personal. 
The teacher with a strong sense of efficacy does not 
bring up past infractions when a new discipline problem 
occurs, but focuses on the current situation. Student 
behavior is not viewed as threatening to the teacher's 
power in the classroom. The goal is to get back to 
teaching and learning as soon as possible (Ashton & Webb, 
1986) . 
Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy are willing 
to try behavioral intervention techniques, and are willing 
to work with students who have challenging behaviors rather 
than ask for them to be removed from the classroom (Baker, 
2005; DeForest & Hughes, 1992). These teachers approach 
classroom challenges with a problem-solving approach, while 
a teacher with a weaker sense of efficacy tends to rely on 
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emotional or avoidance strategies such as anger or having 
the student removed (Endler, Speer, Johnson & Flett, 2000) . 
The problem-solving approach to behavioral challenges 
has the added advantage of teaching appropriate student 
behaviors while diminishing the student's need to act 
inappropriately (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004) . Research 
indicates there are more student-directed activities and a 
focus on independent learning in classrooms where teachers 
are secure in their self-efficacy (Rose & Medway, 1981) . 
The focus in these classrooms appears to be less on control 
and more on learning (Lortie, 1975; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) . 
Job Satisfaction 
The self-efficacy of individual teachers and the 
collective efficacy of school personnel have been 
identified as the main determinants of teachers' job 
satisfaction (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni & Steca 
2003). One study investigated why teachers stay in their 
current positions, move to different schools, or leave 
teaching altogether. The study found that the main 
for teachers was whether or not they believed they 
were having a positive impact on their students' academic 
achievement which matches the definition of personal 
teaching efficacy (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003). 
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Teachers who are confident their teaching will yield 
results are more committed to the teaching profession 
(Armor et al, 1976; Warren, 2002). Personal teaching 
efficacy (the belief that you can teach all students 
successfully) and general teaching efficacy (the belief 
that the teaching that occurs in any effective classroom 
setting can overcome outside obstacles to learning) were 
both found to be correlated with commitment to teaching 
(Bandura, 1993, 1997; Coladarci, 1992). 
Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy are more 
likely to have high aspirations in their professional 
lives. These teachers are more apt to realize that it may 
be necessary to make changes in their instructional or 
interpersonal behaviors to reach those aspirations (Rimm- 
Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
What Affects Efficacy? 
If all of these important teacher behaviors are 
affected by a teacher's sense of efficacy, what can a 
principal do to help teachers believe in their ability to 
teach students effectively? Albert Bandura has studied 
efficacy for decades. His research has determined that 
strengthening a person's self-efficacy requires new 
information and experiences that significantly change a 
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person's beliefs about their capability for a specific task 
(Bandura, 1997). What would convince a teacher who believes 
that she is unable to positively affect student achievement 
to change her perception and believe that she can make the 
difference? Researchers have identified many variables 
that affect efficacy, and a review of these findings will 
help to clarify what factors in the PIM process may have an 
impact on teacher efficacy. 
Student Factors 
Teachers report that students who are difficult to 
manage have a negative affect on their efficacy for 
teaching (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Lortie, 1975). Teachers' 
perceptions of students' ability to learn, and the success 
or failure of students in a teacher's classroom also either 
strengthens or weakens a teacher's sense of efficacy 
(Guskey, 1987) . Student engagement may have the greatest 
effect on teacher efficacy. When students work hard and 
show interest in activities and assignments in the class, a 
teacher's self-efficacy is strengthened (Ashton & Webb, 
1986; Lortie, 1975). 
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Home/Community. Factors 
Teachers indicate that parental support, and parents' 
respect for teaching, is vital to teachers' sense of 
efficacy (Lortie, 1975). Commendations from parents serve 
as verbal persuasion for teachers that they are successful 
at what they do (Milner, 2002). The socioeconomic status of 
a student's family has also been correlated with weakening 
or strengthening a teacher's sense of efficacy for teaching 
that child (Bandura, 1997). 
Teacher Factors 
Student teaching is an important phase in the 
development of teacher efficacy. When a student teaching 
placement provides a novice teacher with successful 
experiences working with a diversity of students, it can 
set a firm foundation for a strong sense of efficacy (Hoy & 
Woolfolk, 1990; Morrell & Carroll, 2003; Soodak & Podell, 
1996; Tournaki & Podell, 2005; Warren, 2002). One study 
found that a full-year student teaching placement, 
supported by classes covering issues relevant to the 
specific school or classroom situation, was needed before 
student teachers felt confident in their efficacy for 
teaching (Rushton, 2003) . 
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The experience and educational level of teachers has 
been found to affect teacher efficacy as well (Hoy & 
Woolfoik, 1993). The more education and experience a 
teacher has, the stronger that teacher's self-efficacy is 
in a specific teaching domain. In addition, the match 
between a teacher's educational background and intellectual 
interests with the content he or she is teaching has been 
shown to have a positive affect on teacher efficacy 
(Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992). 
Teacher uncertainty is a term that is frequently 
mentioned in the literature on teacher efficacy (Berman et 
al., 1977; Lortie, 1975; Raudenbush et al., 1992). This 
term refers to the dilemma teachers face when they are not 
certain they are having a positive effect on student 
learning (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003) . Teacher uncertainty 
may weaken teacher efficacy. 
Being successful with all students means possessing 
the ability to meet the needs of a variety of learners 
(Baker, 2005; Deemer, 2004). This requires constantly 
improving pedagogical and interpersonal skills (Bloom & 
Stein, 2004; Deemer, 2004; Morrell & Carroll, 2003). 
Without the opportunity for meaningful professional 
development, a teacher's efficacy may be lowered. 
Prior successes and failures, in a specific teaching 
context, are the main criteria teachers use to form their 
sense of efficacy for teaching (Bong & Hocevar, 2002; 
Deemer, 2004; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Lane, 
Jones & Stevens, 2002; Milner, 2002; Morrell & Carroll, 
2003) . Providing support so teachers will experience 
success with all students should raise teacher efficacy. 
When teachers believe they are the catalyst for 
student achievement, their self-efficacy is significantly 
strengthened (Lortie, 1975). When teachers believe that all 
students have the ability to learn, they are more apt to 
believe in their own self-efficacy for teaching (Deemer, 
2004) . These two factors are related, and teachers must be 
provided modeling and guided experiences to validate both 
beliefs. 
Teachers with a weak sense of efficacy report feeling 
overwhelmed by the demands of teaching and believe there is 
a limited chance that things will improve. They cite low 
pay, lack of public respect for teachers, students' lack of 
seriousness about school, and the absence of a career path 
as obstacles to their job satisfaction. Teachers with a 
strong sense of efficacy value their work with students, 
find ways to overcome the demands they face, and, although 
they recognize the obstacles, they tend to look beyond them 
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to find the rewards of their profession (Johnson & 
Birkeland, 2003; Ross, Cousins, & Gadella, 1996; Warren, 
2002). Environmental support must be available for teachers 
who are feeling overwhelmed by their daily experience. 
The beliefs that teachers have, regardless of how 
accurate they are, contribute to their level of stress and 
their sense of efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Yoon, 2002) . 
Studies indicate that, when teachers are aware that their 
professional competence is under scrutiny and believe 
judgments are being made from limited or erroneous 
observation and information, their self-efficacy is 
weakened (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Lortie, 1975) . When teachers 
receive positive feedback and praise from peers or 
administrators, however, their self-efficacy is 
strengthened (Morrell & Carroll, 2003; Milner, 2002) . 
When teachers perceive family and community 
®rences as deficits that stand in the way of student 
success, it weakens their belief that students can learn 
(Bandura, 1997; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Ross, 1992; 
Warren, 2002). Examples of perceiving differences as 
deficits include teachers who believe that (a) speaking a 
language other than English in the home, (b) poverty, (c) 
single parent households, and/or (d) lack of parent 
involvement in the school will prevent a student from 
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learning. These perceptions, in tyrn, lead a teacher to 
believe that when these factors are present teaching will 
not have a positive affect on student learning (Yoon, 
2002) . 
School Factors 
Efficacy studies have indicated that the school 
environment has a significant impact on both individual and 
collective teacher efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 2004; Goddard & 
Goddard, 2001; Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). Perhaps 
the most important variable in the school environment is 
the school's organization and leadership (Bandura, 1997; 
Berman et al., 1977; Caprara et al., 2003; Coladarci, 1992; 
Guskey, 1988). When teachers perceive the administration as 
supportive and competent, their efficacy for teaching is 
improved. 
Procedures 
When teachers believe that the principal in their 
school has procedures in place to ensure that all teachers 
and students will be successful, their efficacy is 
strengthened (Bloom & Stein, 2004; Johnson & Birkeland, 
2003). Principals who have structured programs in place to 
support parent involvement in a way that teachers see as 
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beneficial tend to strengthen teacher efficacy as well 
(Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Hoy, Tarter and Woolfolk Hoy, 
2006). It is important that the principal be the 
instructional leader of the school, and be assertive in 
that role, accepting final responsibility for the 
performance of both teachers and students (Bloom & Stein, 
2004; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979). 
A Protective Influence 
Teachers also report that whether or not a principal 
uses his or her influence on their behalf affects their 
self-efficacy. Teachers report that their efficacy is 
strengthened when their principal protects them from what 
they perceive as unreasonable community demands (Hoy & 
Woolfolk, 1993) . 
Respect 
Teachers perceive distractions from, and interruptions 
of, their classroom time as a lack of respect for what they 
do (Lortie, 1975) . Principals who demonstrate that they 
believe time spent on teaching and learning is the most 
important part of the school day help to strengthen 
teachers' sense of efficacy. 
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Fairness 
Principals set the tone for the school. When 
principals are making teacher assignments, determining 
teacher workloads, providing resources to classrooms, and 
assigning non-academic duties, their perceived fairness and 
equity has an impact on how teachers perceive themselves 
professionally and whether or not their efficacy is 
strengthened or weakened (Woods & Weamer, 2004) . 
Student Behavioral Concerns 
It is important to teachers that the principal 
establish norms and expectations for an orderly, respectful 
learning environment focused on instruction (Bloom & Stein, 
2004; Hoy, Tarter and Woolfolk Hoy, 2006), and that the 
principal support teachers in developing proactive 
strategies to help students stay on task. When students 
have behavioral problems, principals are expected to 
provide consistent, predictable consequences for student 
infractions (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Lortie, 1975). 
Collegiality and Collaboration 
Teacher efficacy is strengthened when principals are 
able to help staff work together, with a strong sense of 
purpose, and enable them to believe in their ability to 
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surmount the obstacles they face in their daily work 
(Bandura, 1997). A culture of collegiality and 
collaboration enhances teacher efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 
2004; Caprara et al., 2003; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; 
Woods & Weamer, 2004) . 
Guidance and Support 
Principals also need to be able to confront and 
resolve the uncertainty and anxiety of teachers, providing 
strong guidance, and keeping the school moving toward a 
shared vision of what the school should be (Woods & Weamer, 
2004). Helping the staff develop a commonly held vision and 
mission statement that the school agrees to adhere to helps 
to strengthen and/or maintain teacher efficacy. 
Flexible, Clear School Improvement Plans 
It is important, however, that the principal make the 
goals for school improvement clear and that the goals be 
allowed to change and develop as the school improvement 
process continues. When empirical evidence indicates 
changes are needed in the original plan, there must be a 
procedure in place to make those changes possible (Berman 
et al, 1977; Bloom & Stein, 2004) . 
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Supportive Supervision 
Principals must make sure that teachers have the 
skills to meet student needs, and that teachers take 
ownership of student achievement (Guskey, 1988; Woods & 
Weasmer, 2004). School administrators who provide regular, 
wsll-facilitated meetings for evaluating student learning, 
determining student needs, and designing interventions to 
address those needs help to increase and/or maintain 
teacher efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 2004; Woods & Weamer, 
2004). 
It is important that teachers feel empowered to be 
agents for change in their schools, not passive bystanders. 
They need to feel that their contributions are valued and 
that in taking ownership of the responsibility for student 
learning they will be supported by the administration 
(Bloom & Stein, 2004; Woods & Weamer, 2004). This support 
includes supervision that focuses on helping teachers to 
grow, rather than criticism without encouragement and 
support (Bloom & Stein, 2004; Coladarci & Breton, 2001; 
Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Woods & Weamer, 2004). 
Supportive supervision is especially important for teachers 
within their first five years of teaching (Hoy & Woolfolk, 
1993; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Woods & Weamer, 2004). 
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Professional Development 
Both personal teacher efficacy and the collective 
efficacy of a school are strengthened when a principal 
understands the need for continuous improvement, encourages 
teachers to set challenging but achievable goals for 
themselves, and provides the assistance teachers need to 
reach those goals (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Lortie, 
1975). There should be many different opportunities for 
professional development in place, based on individual 
teacher needs, with on-going support throughout the school 
year to make sure those skills become internalized (Baker, 
2005; Riggs & Enochs, 1990). 
Professional development should focus on one topic for 
one or more school years, and be provided in shorter 
sessions, but on a monthly or quarterly basis. Participants 
should be exposed to new research perspectives and methods, 
and be provided with guided practice as well as site-based 
practicum sessions. The professional development sessions 
should involve the same teachers over time to allow the 
participants to build their trust and common knowledge, and 
should follow a specified agenda run by a qualified 
facilitator (Bloom & Stein, 2004) . 
Action research projects, vicarious learning 
experiences, social persuasion and visits to, or videos of, 
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model schools and classrooms have, been shown to increase 
teacher and collective efficacy (Goddard & Goddard, 2001; 
Goddard et al., 2000). It is important to provide long-term 
professional development that compels teachers to think 
critically about their classrooms, their instruction and 
their students. Teachers should be actively engaged in 
instructional improvement, teacher research, teacher-driven 
interventions, and collaborative intervention development. 
It is also critical that teachers monitor and verify the 
effectiveness of interventions once they are implemented 
(Henson, 2001). 
Professional development specifically targeting 
strategies for coping with stress and for handling 
behavioral difficulties have proved beneficial to 
strengthening teacher efficacy (Yoon, 2002). At least one 
study has indicated that the Responsive Classroom Approach 
is one professional development program that addresses 
teacher stress, student behavior, and improved student 
achievement (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
Policy Factors 
Factors outside the school affect teacher efficacy as 
well. One example is the effect school reform policies may 
have on teacher efficacy. School reform policies are 
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crucial to school improvement, but unless they are written 
with the daily reality of educators in mind, they are 
unlikely to achieve the desired results. 
School reform policies often mandate writing a School 
Improvement Plan (SIP) to set a course for improving 
student achievement. When teachers and administrators 
write School Improvement Plans just to satisfy the 
reguirements of school reform policies, and do not believe 
in the appropriateness or effectiveness of their school 
improvement plan, the collective and personal efficacy of 
the staff may be weakened (Mintrop, 2004) . 
The literature on school improvement indicates that if 
teachers are going to change their instructional practice 
to meet the demands of school reform policies they must 
believe the accountability goals mandated in those policies 
are meaningful. Further, they must believe that 
implementing the policies will have a positive effect on 
student achievement (Mintrop, 2004). Organizational support 
must be in place to support those who are expected to 
collect and analyze data throughout the year. Once the data 
are collected, they must be used to facilitate decision¬ 
making based on the particular needs of the school (Elmore 
& Fuhrman, 2001; Mintrop, 2004). If teachers do not believe 
that data analysis is necessary for effective instructional 
decision making, they will prefer, to spend their time 
meeting the needs of their students based on their 
experience and intuitive decision-making. Writing school 
improvement plans, analyzing data and collaborating with 
colleagues on school improvement are not things most 
educators know how to do. The structure and support must 
be in place to ensure a successful experience or teacher 
efficacy for school improvement will diminish. 
Writing the school improvement plan is intended to be 
a collaborative effort involving all stakeholders in the 
school. Making sure that everyone's voice is heard 
increases the likelihood of buy-in and ownership by all of 
the parties. This collaborative effort, and the collegial 
environment that should result, may strengthen teacher 
efficacy. 
There is usually a team representing all stakeholders 
formed to write the SIP. Significant school change will 
only occur if the entire staff is involved in what is 
written by the team and if they are willing to internalize 
the SIP into their daily classroom routine. It is often 
difficult to get this buy-in from stakeholders who have not 
gone through the process of writing the SIP (Mintrop, 
MacLellan, & Quintero, 2001). Efficacy is strengthened with 
modeling, specific feedback, and successful experience. 
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Members of the staff who are not participants on the PIM 
team must be allowed to experience these efficacy-building 
factors for themselves. 
After the SIP has been written and accepted by the 
accountability agency responsible for mandating school 
reform policies, another form of organizational support is 
crucial. Teachers may be excited about the possibility for 
change in their school, but that excitement and enthusiasm 
will turn to anger and apathy if the resources and support 
to accomplish the aims of the SIP are not in place (Malen, 
Croninger, Muncey, & Redmond-Jones, 2002). Anger and 
apathy may lower teacher efficacy for school improvement 
and increase the number of teachers and administrators who 
leave the school. Staff turnover due to disillusionment 
with school reform policies can be a barrier to improving 
student achievement. 
If teachers believe the state standards are a valid 
criterion for determining student achievement, teaching and 
assessing those standards make sense, and their efficacy 
for increasing student achievement will be strengthened. 
If, however, teachers do not believe in the validity of the 
standards, the whole process is perceived as "teaching to 
the test," and is treated with disdain, lowering teacher 
efficacy. 
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Whether educators believe in the assessment 
instruments given to their students is another matter for 
school reform policy makers to consider. Some educators 
believe the current tests ignore many kinds of achievement 
in favor of easily guantified subject matter (Darling- 
Hammond, 2001). These educators believe the tests often 
require students to respond to questions, but rarely give 
them the opportunity to generate their own ideas or solve 
meaningful problems. Policy makers should take teachers' 
concerns into consideration when state-designed tests are 
developed. When teachers believe they are teaching 
essential information, and that it is being assessed in an 
authentic manner, their efficacy is strengthened. 
Tests may present situations that are foreign to many 
students and use vocabulary that is confusing. Teachers 
often remark that students know the information, but are 
unable to respond accurately due to the test format 
(Darling-Hammond, 2001). Using multiple sources of 
information for state assessments might allow students to 
demonstrate their knowledge in a more holistic way, and 
allow teachers to feel efficacious about what they are 
teaching. 
Tests influence what is taught, how it is taught, and 
what students learn. Some teachers believe that preparing 
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for the tests and keeping records takes time away from 
other methods of teaching such as discussing ideas, 
engaging in creative activities, and completing projects 
requiring research, invention, or problem solving (Darling- 
Hammond, 2001) . Teachers perceive this as disrespect for 
the importance of "real" teaching and learning, lowering 
teacher efficacy. 
Teachers are also concerned because data collected 
over many years indicate test scores do not significantly 
affect employability or earnings, but graduating from high 
school does. Teachers are concerned that high-stakes tests 
that prevent students from graduating from high school may 
have a significant effect on students throughout their 
lives (Darling-Hammond, 2001) . This perception causes 
teachers to question the appropriateness of teaching 
information to enable students to pass a high-stakes test, 
and thereby lowers teacher efficacy. 
Research tells us that providing teachers with 
opportunities to visit successful schools with similar 
demographics and collaborate with the faculty at those 
schools gives them a model to follow, strengthens teacher 
efficacy, and helps to create a vision of what can be 
achieved (Fuhrman & Odden, 2001). Teachers need 
professional development to meet the needs of all students. 
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and strong, steady leadership at both the school and 
district level. Policy makers must take all of these 
factors into consideration when writing school reform 
policies so that the policies will have their intended 
effect on student achievement. 
Building capacity for the implementation of school 
reform policies is critical for their success as well. The 
success of all educators and students depends on having the 
resources needed to implement school improvement 
strategies. Teacher efficacy is strengthened when federal, 
state, district, and school leadership provides the support 
needed to implement policies effectively. 
Policy makers must also realize that the policies they 
write are interpreted and implemented differently by 
various school and district personnel (Elmore & Fuhrman, 
2001). Some educators and administrators respond with 
drill and practice on the basics; others expand the 
curriculum and begin to use innovative educational programs 
and creative instructional practices. Researchers have 
found educators often respond to school reform policies 
based on perceptions about student ability, family and 
community characteristics, and beliefs about who is 
responsible for student achievement. 
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Unless faculty and administration believe that all 
students can learn, and that it is their responsibility to 
ensure that all students do learn, change will only take 
place on the surface. When this happens, the goal becomes 
one of survival until this latest initiative is forgotten 
and everyone can go back to what they have always done. 
Teachers and administrators with a strong sense of efficacy 
believe all students can learn and that what they do in 
their school will bring about high levels of student 
achievement. When school reform policies are written, the 
policies must provide whatever resources and support are 
needed to ensure effective implementation. 
In her book. Ghetto Schooling: A Political Economy of 
Urban Educational Reform, Jean Anyon (1997) reports that 
whole school reform is not enough. There must be a larger 
plan including the state, the local board of education, 
principals, key school leaders, teachers and teacher 
unions, parents and community leaders, local business 
leaders, university partnerships, and the students 
themselves. Having this wide base of support should help to 
strengthen teacher and administrator efficacy. School 
reform policies must address school factors such as 
curriculum and instruction, tracking, teacher expectations 
and availability of resources, but they must also address 
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student factors such as the daily challenges families face, 
neighborhood obstacles, peer groups, and poverty. 
It takes strong leadership to pull all these 
constituencies together and move forward to increase 
student achievement. Change will not take place overnight, 
but sustained improvement will occur if the time and 
support to accomplish it are made available. All of these 
factors impact both teacher efficacy and student 
achievement. 
This study will investigate the possible affect the 
Performance Improvement Mapping process has on teacher 
efficacy. The results of this study should help those who 
write school reform policies, and those who implement them. 
Once we understand how PIM affects teacher efficacy, it may 
help us to proceed in a way that will strengthen or 
maintain teacher efficacy when instituting school 
improvement measures. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the 
perceptions of participants in the Performance Improvement 
Mapping process (PIM) and whether or not they believe the 
PIM process affects teacher efficacy. Rather than testing a 
hypothesis on efficacy theory, this study will contribute 
to the literature on the effects of state intervention 
policies in under-performing schools. Teachers are one of 
the most important factors in our children's educational 
experience. Teachers' perceptions and beliefs affect the 
choices they make in their professional lives. I hope that 
this study will inform educators, administrators, and 
policy makers about the effect school reform initiatives 
may have on teacher efficacy. 
This qualitative case study explores the perceptions 
and experiences of educators in one elementary school in 
Western Massachusetts. Table 2 includes pertinent 
information for this school. 
The students in this school are primarily Hispanic or 
African American, and overwhelmingly live in homes that 
meet the criteria for low-income. Many of the students have 
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Table 2. School Information (2003-2004) 
Number of students 396 
Grades K-5 
African American students 23.7% 
Hispanic students 70.5% 
Native American students .8% 
White students 5.1% 
Female students 193 
Male students 203 
Students with limited English proficiency 22.7% 
Families living with low-income 90.7% 
Students who qualify for special education 15.4% 
Students whose first language is not English 27.8% 
Number of teachers 42 
Teachers certified in the subject they teach 88% 
Highly Qualified teachers, according to the 81.3% 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
9.5:1 
Student/teacher ratio 
(Directory Profiles of schools for 2003-2004, Massachusetts 
Department of Education) 
the added academic challenge of English as a second 
language. In addition, not all teachers are considered 
"highly qualified", based on the criteria of the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001. 
This school was declared under-performing in January 
of 2005, and began the PIM process in April of the same 
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year. Part of this research included observations of the 
PIM process and interviews with 13 staff members. Table 3 
shows the characteristics of each interviewee, and the 
numbers that will be used to identify them throughout this 
dissertation. 
Table 3. Interview Participant Characteristics 
Participant 
Number 
Role at 
Beginning of 
Study 
Years of 
Education 
Experience 
Educational 
Level 
PIM Team 
Member ? 
1 Classroom 
Teacher 
Less than 
5 
Bachelor's 
Degree 
Yes 
2 Resource 
Teacher 
More than 
20 
Master' s 
Degree 
Yes 
3 Resource 
Teacher 
More than 
10 
Master's 
Degree 
No 
4 Classroom * 
Teacher 
More than 
5 
Master’s 
Degree 
Yes 
5 Resource 
Teacher 
More than 
10 
Master's 
Degree 
Yes 
6 Resource 
Teacher 
More than 
10 
Master's 
Degree 
No 
7 Classroom 
Teacher 
Less than 
5 
Master's 
Degree 
Yes 
8 Classroom 
Teacher 
More than 
10 
Bachelor' s 
Degree 
No 
9 Classroom 
Teacher 
Less than 
5 
Bachelor's 
Degree 
Yes 
10 District 
Administrator 
More than 
30 
Master's 
Degree 
Yes 
11 School 
Administrator 
More than 
25 
Master's 
Degree 
Yes 
12 School 
Councilor 
More than 
15 
Master's 
Degree 
Yes 
13 District 
Administrator 
More than 
25 
Doctor of 
Philosophy 
Yes 
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Table 4 provides information about each interviewee's 
position at the beginning of the study. 
Table 4. Professional Positions of Interview Participants 
Position at the beginning of the study (2005) N 
District Administrators 2 
Building Administrator 1 
School Councilor 1 
School-wide Math Coordinator 1 
Classroom Teachers 4 
Resource Teachers 4 
Table 5 indicates the mean number of years in 
education for participants in this study. The mean number 
of years is lower for the school category because district- 
level staff members who were on the PIM team and who were 
interviewed were not included in that calculation. 
Table 5. Educational Experience of Interview Participants 
Mean number of years in education 15.50 
Mean number of years in this district 13.15 
Mean number of years at this school 5.90 
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Most of the teachers in the sample had earned degrees 
beyond their bachelor's degree. 
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Table 6. Educational Degrees of Interview Participants 
Highest Degree Earned N 
Bachelor's Degree 3 
Master's Degree in Education 7 
Master of Arts Degree 2 
Doctor of Philosophy 1 
Unlike most of the students at this school, the 
majority of teachers were not Hispanic or African American. 
Table 7. Ethnicity of Interview Participants 
N 
African American 1 
Hispanic/Latino 4 
Caucasian/White 8 
Although only four participants in the study 
identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino, 7 participants 
reported that they could speak Spanish. 
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Table 8. Language(s) Spoken of Interview Participants 
N 
English Only 5 
Spanish/English 6 
English/Spanish/French 1 
Greek/English 1 
An Evaluative Case Study 
An evaluative case study focuses on a specific 
situation, provides rich description of the phenomenon 
under study, and includes as many variables as possible 
over a period of time. This format allowed me to describe, 
explain, and evaluate the PIM process and the possible 
effect it may have on teacher efficacy in the natural 
setting (Merriam, 1998). The decision to study one school, 
rather than comparing a number of schools, allowed me to 
conduct an in-depth study of the professional staff as they 
experienced the process of being designated under- 
performing and as they participated in the mandated PIM 
process. My intent is that by concentrating on one case, 
the data will clarify the interaction of significant 
factors characteristic to the process in general. Each 
school is contextually different, and each staff is 
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personally and professionally different. My hope is, if 
this study can provide a rich, descriptive analysis of this 
school's experience, the readers of this study will be able 
to recognize patterns in the findings. These patterns may 
help them to explain their own experiences, see 
similarities, and sense natural generalizations that will 
have relevance to their own professional situations 
(Merriam, 1998) . 
Research Procedures 
I began this study by requesting information from the 
Massachusetts Department of Education to find out which 
elementary schools were soon to be designated as under- 
performing. I then chose a school based on geographical 
proximity. I limited my search to elementary schools 
because I am most familiar with the elementary school 
setting. The Massachusetts Department of Education focuses 
on (a) Curriculum and Instruction, (b) School Climate, 
(c) Organizational Structures and Management, and (d) 
Leadership and Planning when determining what the 
underlying causes are for low student achievement. As a 
former elementary school special education teacher and 
principal, I have the educational background and experience 
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to understand the conclusions and ,implications of the 
.school improvement mandates for this elementary school. 
Next, I contacted the district and the school to ask 
permission to conduct the study, and asked for their 
cooperation. Once I received approval, I met with the 
principal to advise her of the procedures I would use 
during this study. 
Document Review 
I began the document review with the Panel Review 
Report from 2005. This was followed by the letter, written 
by the Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of 
Education, notifying the principal that the school had been 
designated as under-performing. I continued to collect and 
analyze documents over the two-year duration of the study. 
This included documents from the Department of Education, 
the school district, the school, and the PIM process 
itself. 
Informed Consent 
As soon as I received permission to begin the study, I 
attended a staff meeting at the school where I introduced 
myself to the staff, gave them a brief overview of the 
study, and asked all teachers, administrators, and 
89 
professional staff members for their participation. The 
final number of participants from this criterion-based 
sample (Merriam, 1998) was determined by the number of 
people willing to participate (N=13). I gave participants 
an informed consent document (Appendix A) to fill out. The 
form states that the name of the school and/or the name of 
any of the participants would not be disclosed in the final 
document. In addition, participants were told that they 
could leave the study at any time if they wished to do so, 
and that no person would be identified in the final report. 
Demographic Survey 
Participants were asked to fill out a demographic 
survey (Appendix B) indicating their educational 
background, how long they had been teaching, how long they 
had been employed in the district, and how long they had 
been at this particular school. The survey also asked the 
participants' ethnicity and how many languages they were 
able to speak. Participants were told that this information 
would be used only for background information, to help the 
researcher analyze the data, and would not be used 
individually in the final report. 
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Efficacy Scale 
Participants were asked to fill out the Teachers' 
Sense of Efficacy Scale(TES), also known as the Ohio State 
Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2001). This scale was used as a baseline measure of 
teacher efficacy at the beginning of the study in 2005. The 
scale was also administered at the end of the study in 2007 
for comparison. A "think-out-loud" format was used during 
the second administration to determine what participants 
were thinking as they filled out the Likert Scale items. 
This quantitative measure was intended to add to the 
information collected through qualitative methods. 
The TES was chosen because the items were purposefully 
written to include the context of the teaching situation. 
Including the context when measuring efficacy increases the 
ability to predict teacher behaviors in their daily 
routines based on contextually specific perceptions 
(Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The 
scale was used in the long form, with 24 items. Items are 
answered on a Likert Scale from 1-9, 1 indicating "Nothing" 
and 9 indicating "A Great Deal." 
The developers of the scale indicate the TES is 
reasonably valid and reliable and has demonstrated positive 
correlations with other measures of personal teaching 
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efficacy. The reliability of the 24-item TES long form used 
in this study was reported to be 0.94. Validity of the 24- 
item long form of the TES was positively related to both 
the RAND items (r = 0.18 and 0.53, p<0.01) as well as to 
both the personal teaching efficacy factor (Tschannen- 
Moram, & Hoy, 2001) (r = 0.64, p=<0.01) and the general 
teacher efficacy factor of the Gibson and Dembo instrument 
(r = 0.16, p=<0.01). Results of this study are reported 
using a composite efficacy score labeled overall efficacy, 
as well as three moderately correlated scores: efficacy for 
student engagement, efficacy for instructional strategies, 
and efficacy for classroom management. The developers of 
the TES have provided parameters for scoring the 
instrument. 
Observations 
study. I observed 
DOE facilitators, 
meetings with the 
year time period. 
Observations 
were conducted over the life of the 
PIM retreats with the PIM team and the 
PIM-team work sessions at the school, and 
entire staff at the school over a two- 
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In-Depth Interviews 
I conducted several individual in-depth interviews 
with all participants during the two years of the study 
(see sample interview questions in Appendix C). Efficacy is 
a perception, a belief specific to an individual. 
Therefore, interview questions were written to elicit 
participant perceptions about the PIM process itself, and 
its effect or lack of effect on teacher efficacy. In 
addition, interviewees were asked about what they believed 
worked well and what didn't work well during the PIM 
process, and whether or not they believed PIM had an effect 
on instructional practice and student achievement at the 
school. Participants were asked how involved all educators 
at the school were in the PIM process and whether or not 
PIM had become a part of the school culture. At the end of 
each interview, interviewees were given the opportunity to 
add anything that had not been covered by the interview 
questions. I conducted one final interview with 
participants after they had completed the second efficacy 
scale, and after the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had 
accepted their School Improvement Plan. 
The intent of this study is to describe what it was 
like for the participants to have their school designated 
as under-performing, and what the next two years were like 
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for educators participating in a policy-mandated process to 
write a School Improvement Plan. My goal is to describe the 
participants' perceptions of the process, and discover 
whether or not they believed the PIM process affected 
teacher efficacy. I attempted to include the many variables 
that affected these educators during their everyday 
professional lives while they were participating in the PIM 
process. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
Information from the review of documents, efficacy 
scale results, observational notes, and interviews were 
recorded and analyzed throughout the study. The emergent 
characteristic of qualitative research allows description, 
analysis, and interpretation as the data are collected 
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998). This compilation of data has 
allowed the researcher to document participants' 
perceptions regarding the PIM process and the possible 
effect this experience had on teacher efficacy. 
Constant Comparative Method of Data Analysis 
The constant comparative method of analysis (Glaser & 
Strauss, as reported in Merriam, 1998) was used to analyze 
data. Using this method of analysis, the researcher 
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constantly compares data across interviews, observations, 
scales, and documents, searching for recurring patterns and 
categories. All data were coded based on the efficacy 
literature and participant responses. As patterns emerged, 
categories were identified, which added meaning to other 
data that had been collected. The process of understanding, 
consolidating, reducing, and interpreting data was 
continued throughout the study. The categories were 
designed to be explicit, mutually exclusive, and 
conceptually congruent (Merriam, 1998). 
In-Depth Interviews 
The interview format used was semi-structured, which 
allowed for unique participant responses and perspectives 
to emerge. I used written interview questions for guidance, 
but a semi-structured format allowed for probing questions 
to follow participant responses, creating a natural flow of 
information that helped to build a rapport between the 
interviewer and the interviewee (Merriam, 1998). Interviews 
were conducted using both hand-written notes and a tape 
recorder. All interviews were transcribed, analyzed, and 
coded for recurring themes and patterns across individual 
interviews. Tape recordings were destroyed after the study 
was completed to protect participant confidentiality. 
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Efficacy Scale 
The Teacher Efficacy Scale (also known as the Ohio 
State Teacher Efficacy Scale) was analyzed based on the 
authors' parameters (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 
Results are reported for a composite efficacy score, 
labeled overall efficacy, as well as three separate scores: 
(1) efficacy for student engagement, (2) efficacy for 
classroom management, and (3) efficacy for instructional 
practices. In an attempt to clarify questions from the 
literature review concerning efficacy scales, the post¬ 
efficacy scale session included participants' "think-out- 
loud" processing as they completed the questions. These 
recorded data allowed me to address questions such as 
whether participants filling out the form answered 
questions based on their own ability (self—referent) or the 
abilities of teachers in general (norm-referent), and what, 
exactly, did each participant perceive the questions on the 
scale to be asking them? 
Observations 
Notes from observations of PIM retreats, PIM work 
sessions at the school, and staff meetings include literal 
data as well as my impressions and observations. These 
notes were used to add to data collected by other means to 
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clarify, interpret, and triangulate information and to 
document the emergent results of the study. 
Validity and Reliability 
Internal Validity 
In qualitative research, internal validity is 
strengthened due to the nature of the data collection. The 
research is collected in a natural setting over an extended 
period of time. The researcher is involved in continuous 
comparison and analysis of the raw data. Interviews are 
concrete representations of the participants' views, and 
observations are conducted in the natural, contextual 
setting. The researcher must exercise a disciplined, 
questioning, reevaluating, and self-monitoring stance 
concerning his/her own behavior and conclusions throughout 
the study. 
The validity of this study was strengthened by 
triangulating data, which is the practice of using multiple 
sources for collecting information. In this study 
triangulation of data included observations, document 
reviews, in-depth interviews, a demographic survey, and a 
pre- and post-efficacy scale. I also used peer discussions 
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of emergent findings throughout the study, and member 
checks with participants to verify data interpretations. 
Reliability 
Reliability, in qualitative research, means that the 
results make sense, are consistent with the data, and are 
dependable (Merriam, 1998) . I attempted to increase 
reliability by clearly describing the assumptions behind 
the study, the basis for selecting the participants, and by 
providing a rich description of the social context of the 
setting. The use of multiple methods of data collection and 
analysis also strengthens the reliability of these 
findings. 
A single case study gives the researcher the 
opportunity to understand a particular situation, in—depth, 
but does not translate to understanding what is generally 
true in many situations. Naturalistic generalization 
(Merriam, 1998), however, occurs when people use their own 
knowledge, intuition, and personal experience to look for 
patterns in the study data. These patterns help explain 
peoples' personal experiences as well as events in the 
world around them. My hope is that the findings of this 
study will help readers to expand their knowledge about 
policy implications in school reform initiatives. It is 
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imperative that we consider the possible effects these 
policies may have on teacher efficacy and, ultimately, on 
student achievement. 
Researcher Bias 
Researcher bias is always a factor that must be 
considered in research studies. As a former elementary 
school special education teacher and principal, I come to 
this research with particular biases. These biases are that 
all students are capable of being successful in school, and 
|»;« 
that it is the responsibility of all educators to ensure 
that all students are learning proficiently. I also believe 
that it is the responsibility of administrators to support 
teachers so they are able to successfully teach all 
students. Administrators must also support all parents in 
learning how to play a major role in helping their children 
succeed in school. I tried to use these biases to bring 
passion to this study, not to interject pre-dispositions 
into the findings. My goal was to find empirical answers to 
the question of how school reform policies affect teacher 
efficacy. I hoped to find these answers in the data 
collected from the efficacy scales and interviews with the 
educators themselves, and from the observations and 
document reviews of the policies as they are written and 
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implemented. I recorded the data, as it emerged, and was 
always vigilant so as not to influence the interviews or 
observations as they took place. 
Presentation of Results 
The data from this study will be presented in three 
separate chapters. Chapter 4 presents an analysis of the 
results from the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TES), 
and from the think-out-loud that was conducted at the end 
of the study. Only the nine teachers, among the study's 
thirteen participants, completed this scale. The two 
district/DOE liaisons, the principal, and the school 
counselor did not complete the scale measuring teacher's 
sense of efficacy. 
Chapter 5 presents an analysis of researcher 
observations over the two-year time period of the study, 
and pertinent information from documents reviewed during 
the study. The observations were recorded during the PIM 
retreats, the PIM-team work sessions at the school, and 
during professional development days at the school with the 
entire staff. Relevant documents were collected and 
reviewed, beginning with the Panel Review Report to the 
Commissioner of Education in 2005, and ending with the 
School Improvement Plan in 2007. 
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Chapter 6 contains an analysis of the interview 
information obtained from all 13 participants of the study. 
These interviews were conducted over two years with members 
of the PIM team, as well as with members of the staff who 
were not on the PIM team but who volunteered to participate 
in the study. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS OF TEACHERS' SENSE OF EFFICACY SCALE (TES) 
Chapter 4 will be divided into two sections. The first 
section will discuss the quantitative results from the TES 
completed in 2005. The second section includes analysis of 
what respondents said as they "thought-out-loud" while 
completing the survey a second time in 2007. 
Overall, teacher efficacy is a personal belief, 
individual to the teacher, and results must be analyzed 
based on the situational context. Results from the 
Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale provide data that allow 
the reader to identify patterns based on level of 
education, years of teaching experience, and participation 
in PIM training among other factors. However, to provide 
interventions intended to strengthen or maintain teacher 
efficacy, each individual teacher's results must be 
analyzed separately. 
The first tables in this section provide the reader 
with information about the teachers who completed the 
scale. Only nine of the thirteen participants in this study 
were employed as teachers at the time of the study. The 
two-district/DOE liaisons, the principal, and the school 
counselor did not complete the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy 
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Scale. Table 9 presents informatipn that indicates the 
educators who completed the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy 
Scale had previous teaching experience, had been teaching 
in this district for several years, and were not new to 
teaching at this school. 
Table 9. Educational Experience of Participants Who 
Completed the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
Mean number of years in education 9.78 
Mean number of years in this district 8.22 
Mean number of years at this school 5.33 
Most of the teachers in this sample had earned degrees 
beyond the bachelor's degree. 
Table 10. Educational Degrees of Participants Who 
Completed the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
Highest Degree Earned N 
Bachelor's Degree 3 
Master's Degree in Education 5 
Master of Arts Degree 1 
Unlike most of the students at the school, most of the 
teachers in this sample were not Hispanic/Latino or African 
American. 
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Table 11. Ethnicity of Participants Who Completed the 
Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
Ethnicity N 
Hispanic or Latino 2 
Caucasian/White 7 
Although only 2 teachers identified themselves as Hispanic 
or Latino, 5 reported they could speak Spanish. 
Table 12. Language(s) Spoken by Participants Who Completed 
the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
English, Spanish 4 
English only 3 
English, Spanish, French and German 1 
English, Greek 1 
Overall Teacher Efficacy is defined as a teacher's 
personal belief that he/she has the ability to teach all 
children successfully. Efficacy for Student Engagement is 
defined as a teacher's personal belief that she/he has the 
ability to engage all students in learning. Efficacy for 
Classroom Management is defined as a teacher's personal 
belief that she/he has the ability to manage the class in 
such a way that a maximum amount of time is spent on 
learning. 
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Table 13 is a representation_of the efficacy scores 
for this sample in 2005 and in 2007. The standard 
deviations of the means appear in parentheses. The nine 
teachers surveyed had moderate to high levels of efficacy 
at the beginning and at the end of the study. This may or 
may not be representative of the entire population of 
teachers at this school. 
Table 13. Efficacy Scores for Participants Who Completed 
the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
2005 2007 Change 
in 
Mean 
2005- 
2007 
Maximum Minimum Mean Maximum Minimum Mean 
Overall 
Efficacy 
9.00 6.54 7.59 
(0.70) 
9.00 6.58 7.65 
(0.82) 
+ .06 
Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 
9.00 5.50 7.20 
(0.98) 
9.00 6.00 7.35 
(0.98) 
+ .15 
Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 
9.00 5.75 7.78 
(1.02) 
9.00 5.88 7.92 
(0.93) 
+ .14 
Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management 
9.00 6.38 7.77 
(0.82) 
9.00 5.38 7.70 
(1.12) 
-.07 
The Overall Efficacy mean for the entire group on the 2005 
efficacy scale was 7.59; the mean for the entire group on 
the 2007 efficacy scale was 7.65. One of the participants 
stayed the same, 9 to 9; the greatest gain was 6.54 to 
8.50, and the greatest loss was 7.38 to 6.58. These scores 
would not indicate a significant change in teacher efficacy 
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overall; however, the sub-categories revealed important 
information about the specifics of efficacy change for 
individual teachers. 
The next three tables break down Overall Teacher 
Efficacy of the nine TES participants into categories of 
teachers who remained at the school under study versus 
those that left, PIM team members and non-PIM team members, 
and by the level of education the participant had achieved. 
Although the group as a whole experienced increases in 
efficacy, the two teachers who stayed at the same school in 
the same positions experienced decreased efficacy. 
Table 14. Efficacy of Teachers Who Completed the Teachers' 
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TES) and Stayed' at the School vs. 
Efficacy of Teachers Who Completed the TES but Left the 
School 
Category of Teacher 2005 
Overall 
Efficacy 
Mean 
2007 
Overall 
Efficacy 
Mean 
Change 
in 
Overall 
Efficacy 
N 
Teachers who stayed at 
the school in the same 
position 
7.46 6.85 -.61 2 
Teachers who left the 
school 
7.47 7.67 + .20 5 
Teachers who stayed at 
the school but changed 
positions 
8.01 8.25 + .24 2 
These results indicate that teachers who stayed at the 
school, in the same positions they held at the beginning of 
the study, had a lower sense of efficacy in 2007 then they 
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had in 2005. This may indicate that these teachers had less 
confidence in their ability to help students learn 
successfully because they were not experiencing the change 
they had hoped the PIM process and the School Improvement 
Plan would provide. Teachers who left the school, however, 
had a small increase in their overall efficacy from 2005 to 
2007. This may indicate that these teachers perceived their 
new school environment to be more supportive of increasing 
student achievement. Of course, this indication is open to 
other interpretations. For instance, the teachers who left 
the school may have had a stronger sense of efficacy to 
begin with. 
And, finally, the teachers who stayed in the same 
school but changed their professional responsibilities 
increased their sense of overall efficacy. This result may 
be due to the fact that one of the teachers is now a mentor 
teacher, helping other teachers to improve student 
achievement, and the other has changed her opinion about 
the administration at the school and now perceives the 
principal as supportive and exactly what the school needs 
to improve student achievement. 
PIM team members' efficacy increased, while that of 
the teachers who were not on the PIM team decreased. 
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Table 15. Overall Efficacy of PIM and Non-PIM Teachers Who 
Completed the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
Category of Teacher 2005 
Efficacy 
Mean 
2007 
Efficacy 
Mean 
Change 
in 
Efficacy 
N 
PIM Team Members 7.82 8.00 
00
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+
 6 
Non-PIM Team Members 7.11 6.96 -.15 3 
These results indicate that participating in the PIM 
training may have increased PIM team members' perception 
that they do have the ability to improve student 
achievement. On the other hand, teachers who did not 
receive the PIM training may believe they have less 
influence on student achievement than they did in 2005. 
There were many variables that may have negatively affected 
teacher efficacy during those two years, but perhaps the 
PIM training helped to buffer the negative influences in 
the school and district. 
The efficacy of teachers with a bachelor's degree 
increased, but the efficacy of teachers with a master's 
degree decreased. It appears that the additional 
professional development training had a larger effect on 
the teachers with Bachelor's degrees. This result would 
support the perception that additional professional 
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Table 16. Efficacy of Teachers Who Completed the TES, by 
Level of Education 
Highest Degree 2005 
Efficacy 
Mean 
2007 
Efficacy 
Mean 
Change 
in 
Efficacy 
N 
Bachelor's 7.60 8.17 + .57 3 
Master's 7.58 7.39 -.19 6 
development, focused on increasing student achievement, 
raises teacher efficacy. The teachers with Master's 
degrees may have been exposed to some of the ideas from the 
PIM process in previous classes on school improvement, and 
therefore did not experience as large a change in overall 
efficacy. 
"Thinking-Out-Loud" about the 
Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
The TES was administered to the nine teacher- 
participants of the study in 2005, and again in 2007. 
During the 2007 administration, the nine participants were 
asked to "think-out-loud" as they answered the items. This 
procedure allowed the researcher to answer guestions that 
have emerged during previous efficacy—research studies. 
This section of Chapter 4 provides information from the 
think-out-loud results. 
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It's interesting to note that the quantitative 
information from the TES and the qualitative information 
from interviews, observations, and the think-out-loud were 
fairly consistent. The teacher on the PIM team with the 
lowest efficacy score for classroom management (5.38) on 
the TES had this to say when asked during the think-out- 
loud, "How well can you keep a few problem students from 
ruining an entire lesson?" 
This is the big one isn't it? That's a tricky 
one because if they're hell-bent on doing it 
there's very little you can do. I think it 
becomes damage control. (5) (1/07) 
On the other hand,, the teacher with the highest 
efficacy score in all categories on the TES in both 2005 
and 2007 (9.0) was asked during the think-out-loud, "How 
well can you establish routines to keep the classroom 
running smoothly?" Her reply was 
In this classroom [she is now teaching in a 
different school in the same district] we have 
organized it in such a way that we have centers 
and we can work on our lessons and have peaceful 
transitions. There are no disruptions or 
misbehavior because they are always engaged in 
something. I was even able to do this last year 
[in the school under study] and I think I was the 
only one in the school doing it. Everyone else 
was complaining all the time about not being able 
to do it because there was a lack of personnel. 
I did it; I tried my best and it worked out. (1) 
(2/07) 
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Conducting a think-out-loud as the participants 
completed the 2007 efficacy scale produced some clarifying 
information. Concerning the guestions about whether or not 
teachers answered the items with a norm-referent or self¬ 
referent focus, the teachers in this study consistently 
used a self-referent focus. After answering a guestion, 
they sometimes elaborated about "all teachers", but their 
initial response was always answered with reference to 
themselves. An example of this was when I asked a teacher, 
"To what extent can you make your expectations clear about 
student behavior?" she answered 
A great deal. Any teacher can lay that out. 
It's following up on what your expectations are; 
that's the trick. You've' got to be consistent. 
(3) (1/07) 
There were some instances during the think-out-loud 
when teachers questioned the meaning of the items. For 
instance, item number seven asks, "How well can you respond 
to difficult questions from your students?" One teacher 
told me 
I'm having a hard time answering that question 
because I'm not sure what they mean by a 
difficult question. Do they mean difficult in 
terms of why do things have to be the way they 
are, or difficult meaning academically difficult? 
(5) (1/07) 
The think-out-loud was useful to clarify how the 
interviewee interpreted items on the TES, and jus 
what their answers meant. 
exactly 
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CHAPTER 5 
ANALYSIS OF DOCUMENTS AND RESEARCHER OBSERVATIONS 
Chapter 5 will begin with a review of the documents 
which provided the researcher with important information 
about this school and why it was labeled under-performing 
by the Department of Education (DOE). Other documents will 
provide information about the PIM process as it evolved, 
and situations that occurred that may have affected teacher 
efficacy. The second part of this chapter will review, step 
by step, the PIM process, and the possible effect each step 
may have had on the efficacy of participants and the staff 
at the school. This review will be followed by researcher 
observations concerning the rejection of the School 
Improvement Plan by the State Department of Education and 
the effect this rejection may have had on the participants 
of this study and the school as a whole. 
Document Review 
The first document reviewed for this study was the 
School Panel Review Report from the Fall/Winter of 2004- 
2005. The purpose of the School Panel Review Process is to 
assist the Commissioner of Education in determining whether 
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State intervention is needed to guide school improvement 
efforts. The panel attempts to answer two questions: 
1. Does the school have a sound plan for improving student 
performance? 
2. Are the conditions in place for the successful 
implementation of the school's improvement plan(s)? 
The Panel determined that, for the school under study, 
in 2005, the answer to both of these questions was no. The 
panel based its findings on many variables. Some of the 
most important factors appeared to be that the school had 
not made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on the state 
assessment (MCAS) in English Language Arts since 1999, or 
in Mathematics since 2002, the administration and faculty 
were not proficient in data analysis, and the faculty 
involvement and support in writing the School Improvement 
Plan (SIP) were insufficient. 
Other factors included the instability of the 
leadership at the school, and the failure of the current 
SIP to include items stakeholders had identified as reasons 
for low student achievement. These items included 
professional development for teachers, including 
instructional strategies to teach English language learners 
more proficiently and grouping approaches for English 
Immersion Classes. 
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Panel members visited nine classrooms and determined 
instruction was conducted at a very basic level with little 
evidence of higher order learning. The Superintendent told 
panel members he felt there was a need to change the 
culture at the school, helping teachers to have higher 
expectations for students and eliminating teachers' 
rationalization of low student achievement. 
The panel stated that it was imperative that consensus 
be achieved around a vision and mission statement for the 
school before the start of the new school year. In 
addition, an environment of trust, open communication, and 
collegiality was needed in order for the school to move 
forward. 
Support from the district was identified as an 
immediate need for the administration and the staff at the 
school. Specific support was needed to help the staff and 
administration achieve consensus around the issues of the 
Responsive Classroom Approach to school management, 
consistent monitoring and feedback on lesson plans, and the 
supervision of instructional practice with support for 
improvement and accountability. 
The results of the Panel Review report led to a letter 
from the Commissioner of Education in January of 2005, 
notifying the principal that the school was officially 
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designated as under-performing. With this designation the 
school was provided with state assistance and support to 
facilitate school improvement. The first step in this 
support was for the DOE to provide training for a school 
leadership team in how to write an effective school 
improvement plan (SIP). A $25,000 school improvement grant 
was made available to compensate the team as they worked 
over the summer to write the SIP. The second step was for 
an independent Fact Finding Team to come to the school to 
determine the root causes of low student achievement. 
The Fact Finding Report was given to the school after 
visits in February and March of 2005 (Fact Finding Review, 
2005). Recommendations were made in four areas: Curriculum 
and Instruction, School Climate, Organizational Structures 
and Management, and Leadership and Planning. 
In the domain of Curriculum and instruction, the Fact 
Finding Team recommended that the administration at the 
school establish a rigorous system of supervision and 
evaluation, and develop a protocol for consistently 
evaluating lesson plans. They also recommended that the 
Performance Improvement Mapping process for learning how to 
write an effective school improvement plan begin as soon as 
possible. In conjunction with these recommendations, the 
team also suggested that school-wide discussions about 
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student learning and rigorous instructional practices be 
conducted throughout each school year. 
In the realm of School Climate, the Fact Finding Team 
recommended that, in the fall of 2005, the entire school 
community should develop a shared vision and mission 
statement, and write goals to reach that vision. These 
meetings to develop the mission statement should be the 
first step in building a collaborative community of 
learners. Maximizing opportunities for all members of the 
staff to come together to discuss issues, exchange ideas, 
and share in decision-making should continue throughout the 
school years. 
With regard to Organizational Structures and Manage¬ 
ment, the Fact Finding Team determined that communication 
and collaboration were key factors for school improvement. 
Once a consensus around the vision and mission for the 
school was achieved, the next step would be to develop 
consensus around educational philosophies, programs, and 
services at the school. It was also recommended that the 
School Leadership Team (SLT) and the School Council 
Decision Making Team (SCDM) clearly define their roles, 
responsibilities and the authority each position is 
granted. 
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In the category of Leadership and Planning, the Fact 
Finding Team determined that the district should provide 
the principal with weekly mentoring and coaching. In 
addition, district leadership should make regular visits to 
the school to visit classrooms with the principal to 
provide support and encouragement to administration and 
staff. The team also recommended that professional 
development be critically reviewed to identify why there 
appeared to be a disconnect between professional 
development that had already been provided and the actual 
instructional practice in classrooms at the school. 
The current study focused on the second recommendation 
in the category of Curriculum and Instruction; the 
Performance Improvement Mapping Process (PIM). Looking at 
the PIM process, step by step, the following factors may 
have affected teacher efficacy. 
Step Zero: Choosing the PIM Team, Deciding How to 
Collect Data, and Setting a Schedule for the 
Work to be Done 
Because the principal did not know what the PIM 
process would entail, membership on the PIM team was 
decided by asking for volunteers from the entire staff. 
The result was a group of strong leaders, but not a 
coherent group philosophically or collegially. In the 
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beginning, the team bonded and worked well together at the 
retreats, but back at the school work-sessions, differences 
made coming to consensus difficult. Research has indicated 
that this lack of collaboration and congeniality may have a 
negative effect on teacher efficacy (Woods & Weamer, 2004). 
The lack of consensus was especially evident around the 
issue of using Responsive Classroom (RC) at the school, and 
created a great deal of anxiety and frustration for the 
team and for the administration. Responsive Classroom is a 
school-wide approach to academics and discipline based on 
the philosophy of mutual respect, direct teaching in 
behavior, effort, and natural consequences, with a pre¬ 
determined, universally adhered to structure. The principal 
did not know what RC was, or the philosophy behind it. She 
felt that RC had been implemented at the school for three 
years, and the school was being labeled under-performing, 
so she wasn't sure it was effective. The team, however, had 
embraced the philosophy of RC completely, and believed it 
needed more time and universal implementation to be 
effective. 
The leadership style of the principal also made it 
difficult for the team to find common ground and work 
together in a productive manner. The 2005 Fact Finding 
Report stated that the principal's directive leadership 
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style created challenges for a positive school climate and 
lowered staff morale (Fact Finding Review, 2005) . The 
report made the recommendation that the principal adopt a 
more collaborative leadership style, and include others in 
school decision-making. Efficacy research has indicated 
that when school leaders support and facilitate teacher 
decision-making efficacy is strengthened (Sachs, 2004) . 
During the PIM process, the principal attempted to 
follow the recommendation of the Fact Finding Team that she 
become more collaborative and tried to foster communication 
between administration and staff. But when the PIM team and 
the principal differed on the direction the SIP should 
take, the principal often reverted to making unilateral 
decisions and disregarded the opinions of the team. At 
those times, the team members believed the principal's 
directive communication style did not leave open the 
possibility of debate. By the end of this study, this 
shared decision-making process had improved greatly, but 
still had not become the normative culture at this school. 
The collection of data in Step Zero, however, went 
very well. The PIM team solicited information from the 
entire school staff, and it raised everyone's morale to be 
heard. Being listened to about important issues of school 
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reform has been shown to strengthen teacher efficacy (Bloom 
& Stein, 2004) . 
Some teachers, however, declined to participate, even 
at this rudimentary level, because they did not believe 
anyone would really listen to them. They went to the 
meetings, they listened, but they did not offer their 
input. When they were asked to provide data, they complied, 
but they did participate in the process any more than was 
required. 
Years of leadership instability had created an 
environment in which some staff members had decided another 
new initiative would only result in more work for them, but 
no lasting follow-through or the promised results. This 
perception of being ignored on important issues concerning 
their school would most likely weaken teacher efficacy 
(Woods & Weamer, 2004) . The overall perception at the 
school, however, was that the team would be including all 
of their voices in the new School Improvement Plan and this 
was a welcome change. 
During Step Zero, setting a schedule for the work 
ahead was difficult for the team. Neither the principal nor 
the members fully understood the time and effort the 
process would require, even though they had been given an 
overview by the DOE facilitators. The district/DOE 
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facilitators were helpful, but it was only once the process 
began in earnest that the team realized the magnitude of 
the work to be done back at the school without the support 
of the DOE/district facilitators. 
The DOE provided money to pay members of the team for 
their work, but the time needed to do the job was 
insufficient, and many times both money and time ran out 
before the team was satisfied with their product. This lack 
of time and compensation may have had a negative effect on 
teacher efficacy (Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001). 
Several times at the school-site work sessions, the 
principal told the team that there was only so much money 
left from the grant the DOE had given the school, and the 
team members would only be paid for a designated number of 
hours, even if they felt they needed more time to 
accomplish the task. This appeared to have a frustrating 
and demoralizing effect on the PIM team. 
The principal made the following comment at a school 
site work-session: 
We need to finish this today, not the 17th. There 
is no money to pay you for any more time; we need 
to finish this today. Give me your hours in 
writing and signed today, you only have one hour 
left. (11) (6/05) 
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A member of the team told me later: 
Talking about the budget is not relevant, telling 
us you will be paid for three hours even if you 
work six. The time constraints and the budget 
pressure compromise the quality of the job. (7) 
(6/05) 
Step One: Review of Data to Determine Which Students 
Should be Targeted for Immediate Intervention 
The entire team agreed that the PIM process was 
extremely helpful for the team members. The team learned 
how to use data for decision-making and began to see their 
school from a different perspective. Research indicates 
that empowering teachers to become teacher-leaders will 
strengthen teacher efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 2004). 
The most difficult part of this process, however, was 
narrowing the focus of interventions to certain student 
populations. The team decided that all students needed a 
change in their learning experiences, and decided to write 
the student learning objectives from that perspective. 
Step Two: Learning How to Calculate the Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) Trajectory for Increasing Student 
Achievement on the MCAS 
The process of determining AYP enabled the team to 
create a concrete representation of the yearly progress the 
school's students needed to make in order to reach 100% 
proficiency on the MCAS exam in English Language Arts and 
Math by 2014. The team agreed that this process helped them 
to understand that consistent, incremental improvement was 
the way to move their school forward, and that the state 
was not asking for 100% improvement overnight. The team did 
realize, however, that the trajectory would demand 
significant improvement overtime, and the process made it 
very clear that the entire staff had a lot of work to do. 
The Pirn team members' perception that the state did not 
expect 100% proficiency all at once may have allowed them 
to perceive the relationship between the state and the 
school as collaborative rather than punitive, which would 
help to strengthen teacher efficacy (Johnson & Birkeland, 
2003). 
Step Three: Conducting an Item Analysis of the MCAS Data 
During this process, the team began to identify 
sections in the school curriculum and in instructional 
practice at the school that were problematic. This was 
empowering for teachers because the team began to envision 
how school improvement could be facilitated. This 
empowerment should help to strengthen teacher efficacy 
(Woods & Weamer, 2004) . 
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An example of this realization came when the teachers 
realized that many students did not do well on the MCAS 
items relating to inferential reading. When the team began 
to discuss how inferential reading was taught at the 
school, they realized that it was not in the curriculum, 
and they weren't sure all teachers knew how to teach 
children to infer information from text. The team became 
excited at the revelation that data analysis like this 
could help them to improve student learning at their 
school. They realized that professional development would 
be needed to address deficiencies in curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment to improve student achievement. 
The team also analyzed other assessments from the 
school and the district to verify the item analysis of the 
MCAS exam. This triangulation of data was empowering 
because it helped the members to believe in the findings of 
their analysis, or to feel justified in questioning the 
item analysis of the MCAS. Teachers on the PIM team began 
to realize that analyzing data would support effective 
decision-making. It was no longer about blaming anyone; it 
was about finding out the causes of low student achievement 
and implementing ways to eliminate those causes. 
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Step Four: Finding the Root Causes of Low 
Student Achievement 
Finding the root cause of low student achievement is a 
critical step in the PIM process. Step four is when members 
of the team look for the root causes of why students aren't 
learning proficiently. 
The team began by brainstorming possible causes, 
consolidating similar causes, and then prioritizing which 
ones to address during the coming school year. The DOE 
facilitators emphasized that the team should focus on 
factors within their control: instruction, curriculum and 
assessment. This focus-on what is within your control 
should help to strengthen teacher efficacy (Rotter, 1966). 
The team perceived this process as empowering, but had 
difficulty prioritizing the needs of the school. The PIM 
team members identified so many reasons for low student 
achievement that they began to feel overwhelmed. Each 
reason appeared to be as important as the next, and it was 
difficult to eliminate some in order to be able to address 
the others effectively. 
The team believed the DOE should have stepped in and 
limited the amount of root causes the team was developing 
at this time. Instead, the team felt the DOE let them go 
too far, and then they had to revise, revise, revise over 
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the following weeks, limiting their initial causes from 
more than eighty to three or four. The perception that the 
DOE did not provide the guidance the team believed was 
promised them may have weakened team members' efficacy 
(Mintrop, 2004). 
As the study progressed, this perceived lack of 
direction and guidance was a main source of frustration and 
anger with many team members. The following are some 
comments made by PIM team members about this perceived lack 
of direction by the DOE facilitators and the district/DOE 
liaisons: 
The PIM process gave us some good direction, some 
good materials, but I think it would be better if 
we were directed, targeted, with the forms and 
the specific plan we were supposed to do. We were 
working on a lot of topics, a lot of causes, and 
a lot of things that in the end we didn't use. If 
we went directly to the target and not all around 
it we could do a better job. (2) (3/06) 
The State asked us to revise the SIP at least 
five times in the two months I was there. They 
changed the format on our team four different 
times. They took issue with our wording. So, if 
you wanted us to word it a certain way, why 
didn't you just give us what you wanted it to 
say? That was really frustrating and 
disempowering. (4) (12/06) 
The PIM process would have been effective if the 
State individuals who were with us at the 
retreats made sure we were on the right track, 
instead of letting us get off track and letting 
us get to the point where we couldn't get back 
again. They knew what they wanted from day one, 
and we didn't get a clear indication of what they 
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wanted. They should have intervened along the 
way. We went through the process where we 
generated it on our own, thinking we were giving 
them what they wanted, so they set us up to feel 
like we failed. (7) (3/06) 
Step Five: Improvement Objectives 
The team wrote student learning-objectives during this 
stage of the process. Learning how to write objectives from 
the perspective of what a student needs to succeed in 
school was very helpful for the team. The facilitators 
emphasized that the focus must be on what will change in 
the student's learning.experience, again focusing on 
instruction, curriculum, and assessment. The team reported 
that they learned a great deal about how to write 
observable, measurable objectives and believed this would 
help them in their work with students. This perception 
should help to strengthen teacher efficacy (Baker, 2005). 
Step Six: The PIM Team Investigates What Strategies 
are Already in Place at the School to Address 
the Causes of Low Student Achievement 
The team began this step by discussing each strategy 
the school currently had in place, determining whether the 
entire staff was using the strategy, if the strategy was 
implemented the same in all classrooms, and if the strategy 
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was effective for increasing student achievement. The next 
step was to talk about each strategy individually and 
decide whether it should be modified, abandoned, or kept in 
place. 
Team members reported that this exercise helped them 
to see that what they did in their classrooms was not 
necessarily what other teachers were doing. They began to 
realize that many teachers used ineffective strategies 
because they were comfortable with them, and that there 
needed to be consistency across the school. This ability to 
see the school as a whole should have helped PIM team 
members to become teacher-leaders and increase their 
personal efficacy (Bloom & Stein, 2004). 
The PIM team members also realized that unless 
strategies were effective they needed to be discontinued. 
This raised the team's anxiety when they realized 
discontinuing some strategies would mean asking teachers 
who were not on the team to change their classroom 
behavior. The principal assured them she would take 
responsibility for the supervision and support of the other 
teachers, but the team perceived writing those requirements 
in the School Improvement Plan as putting them in a 
position of telling other teachers what to do. This 
responsibility made the teacher-members of the PIM team 
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uncomfortable. This discomfort may have had a negative 
effect on teacher efficacy for those team members (Caprara 
et al, 2003). 
Step Seven: During Step Seven, the Team Decides What 
Resources the School Will Need to Carry Out the SIP 
During step seven, the team decided what resources the 
school will need to successfully implement the SIP. The 
team then determined if the school had the resources 
identified. If those resources were not available, the team 
would determine how the resources will be provided. 
During this step,- two priorities were identified by 
the team: the opportunity for all staff members to learn 
how to use data for decision-making, and professional 
development in how to address the needs of individual 
students in their classrooms. The team agreed that the 
resources to provide these supports would be available from 
the district over the next school year. 
Providing the opportunity for teachers to learn how to 
teach English Language Learners and how to implement 
Responsive Classroom procedures consistently throughout the 
school were priorities for the team as well. Although these 
factors were discussed and agreed upon, in the final 
version of the SIP they were not addressed. When the State 
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Board of Education rejected the original SIP, the principal 
and one PIM team member re-wrote the plan without the input 
of the other team members. This edited version was finally 
passed, but without many of the items that had been in the 
original SIP. This angered many of the original PIM team 
members. 
Then there's the guestion, whose document is 
this? There is no resemblance to the work we did. 
That work was really hard; there was a lot we 
went through. The team, all of a sudden, wasn't 
involved in their document anymore, and it was 
really sad. What ownership does the school have 
of that? (4) (3/06) 
At the beginning of this year, when the State did 
not accept the SIP, the principal did not call 
the original team together; she made another 
team. There was no professionalism. There was no, 
'This is what is going on, we are doing this 
because of whatever.' I felt shunned. (9) (3/06) 
At that point the State was telling the principal 
they wouldn't accept the SIP. One teacher worked 
on it mostly after that. He had to sit there and 
re-write, there were no after school sessions, 
there was no money left from the State. The plan 
was then sent to the Central Office staff, every 
director there read it and put their two cents 
in. We had to adjust it every time. There was a 
certain amount of resentment among the team. (4) 
(3/06) 
This unilateral revision of the original SIP was 
another example of how the process frustrated and angered 
team members, and why some began to ask why they went 
through the whole process only to write what the state 
wanted instead of what they had determined was needed for 
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their students. The members of the PIM team reported that 
as they wrote the SIP, they were asked to revise it again 
and again. These revision reguests were made by the 
District leaders, by the DOE, by the Commissioner of 
Education, and by the State Board of Education. The team 
members asked why these reguests were continually made 
after the fact, instead of while the SIP was being written. 
Most team members believed the DOE knew what they wanted 
from the beginning but didn't tell them up front. This 
perceived lack of consideration and respect would most 
likely lower teacher efficacy (Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001; 
Morrell & Carroll, 2003). 
Step Eight: Comprehensive and Measurable Action 
Plans are Written in Step Eight 
This process again proved difficult for the team due 
to the changing format reguired by the state. Many 
revisions were reguired over the length of the study, and 
the final computer template that was presented to the team 
by the DOE in the last weeks of their work limited what 
could be written to a few sentences. Team members were 
extremely frustrated and began to view the process as a 
waste of time and a demonstration of the lack of respect 
people have for teachers. Research on teacher efficacy 
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would indicate that this would certainly lower teacher 
efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Mintrop, 2004). 
We wrote a huge improvement objective, very 
specific, very clear; but when we went to fill 
out the template online, we could only use a 
limited number of characters. We had to redo it, 
we had to have extra meetings to reduce it from 
three or four sentences down to one sentence, and 
still have it say the same thing. We got this 
template at the end of the PIM process, at the 
last meeting. That was really hard. Sometimes we 
would have to take the whole day to work on one 
area, changing it from what we had in the 
beginning to the form we got at the end. (2) 
(3/06) 
Step Nine: The Team Develops Implementation 
and Outcome Benchmarks 
Implementation Benchmarks measure changes in student 
learning experiences, and Outcome Benchmarks chart the 
jW my, 
incremental growth needed in AYP to reach 100% proficiency 
i:i ' 
in English Language Arts and Math on the MCAS by the 2013- 
2014 school year. The team completed this step without 
difficulty, but became increasingly skeptical they would 
meet AYP as the school year began and there was little 
follow-through on the SIP by the district, the school 
administration or the DOE. This disillusionment would 
certainly weaken teacher efficacy (Malen, Croninger, Muncey 
& Redmond-Jones, 2002). One team member told me: 
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The directors from the district say they will 
support us, and they came when the people from 
the DOE visited, but then we didn't hear from 
them. When they do come, it's to penalize, not to 
support us. Instead of 'What do you need to get 
things done?' it's 'How come you haven't done 
this and you haven't done that?' The other day 
when the DOE monitors came, the directors didn't 
even show up. They were there when they were 
doing the fact finding review, but after we did 
the PIM, for the follow-up, to make sure we did 
the SIP, we did not see them. (12) (3/06) 
A year later the same member told me: 
On Thursday, the DOE is coming in; they are 
supposed to monitor our implementation of the 
SIP, which hasn't been fully implemented. There 
are things that have fallen through. Every 
teacher was supposed to have a portfolio for 
their classroom with each student's data in it. 
Some teachers have been doing it, others, I don't 
know. They talked about that yesterday, 
instruction is supposed to be data-driven, but 
how can you do it if you don't know where the 
kids are at? No one has given them the binders. 
To implement the SIP there needs to be materials 
and monitoring too. We went through the PIM, we 
came up with a document, but I haven't seen any 
concrete implementation of it. (12) (1/07) 
Step Ten: The Team Develops a Process and 
Time-Line for On-Going Data Collection and 
Analysis Throughout the School Year and Develops 
a Schedule for the Review and Updating of the 
SIP on an Annual Basis 
The PIM team created plans for on-going data 
collection and analysis, and developed a schedule for the 
review and updating of the SIP on an annual basis. However, 
they believed there was little, if any, follow-though after 
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the plans were submitted. The school year began without an 
approved SIP to follow. The principal took a leave of 
absence for three months at the beginning of the school 
year. Three interim principals implemented changes without 
regard for the proposed SIP. Fifty percent of the staff at 
the school had changed since the beginning of the PIM 
process. The original SIP was not the SIP that was finally 
approved by the State Board of Education in January. At 
that point, the staff, was just trying to survive one day 
at a time. Teacher efficacy would be adversely affected by 
these conditions (Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). 
As difficult as the process was, the team finished the 
SIP and the principal spent hours preparing to present the 
finished product before the State Board of Education in 
Boston. The entire team felt they had worked really hard, 
and had written a school improvement plan that met the 
needs of their school. They felt empowered to create 
positive change for the students, and they had come to 
believe that data-driven decision-making would result in 
whole-school improvement. 
When the principal arrived in Boston, the 
Massachusetts Commissioner of Education and the Super¬ 
intendent of Schools in her district had already approved 
the SIP she would present that day. The Superintendent was 
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in Boston to add his support as the principal presented the 
SIP before the Board. The State Board of Education, 
however, was re-thinking the entire Performance Improvement 
Mapping Process. They had come to believe that the PIM 
process took too long to improve student achievement, and 
that perhaps another type of school reform, such as Turn- 
Around-Schools, would be more efficient. As the principal 
prepared to present the school improvement plan, the Board 
announced to all the schools intending to present their 
plans that day that they would not be hearing any of the 
plans, and that they would let them know what the next step 
would be. 
This decision affected every member of the PIM team 
and the entire staff at the school. The following comments 
exemplify how devastating this decision was for everyone: 
We were especially discouraged this year because 
when we submitted the SIP it got shot down, and 
it got shot down for political reasons, not for 
the content, on Beacon Hill. That was such a 
punch in the gut for us. We had done everything 
right; we had revised it so many times. What more 
do they want? You can't get blood from a turnip. 
They just tabled it. The Superintendent and the 
DOE had accepted it, it was the State Board of 
Education who wouldn't. It turned into a 
political football. There are a lot of reasons 
behind it, and I do have a pretty good under¬ 
standing of the arguments, but the effect here at 
our site was that we can't win for losing. That 
sort of thing makes teachers not want to invest 
in the PIM process. All that work, all those 
hours and hours and hours, training over the 
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summer, all that just to be shot down. We are 
trying to improve this school, we really are, but 
it would be nice to have our efforts recognized. 
(3) 3/06) 
This school is in dire need of support and is 
continually scrutinized rather than supported. 
Our plan was not accepted, after all that work, 
because of a political debate between the State 
Board of Education and the DOE. This school is 
the carcass of that battle. (4) (3/06) 
After we went through the PIM process and we 
finally thought we had something that was 
reasonable, the State turned around and kind of 
smacked us in the face and said, 'We're not 
accepting your plan because we do not agree.' It 
was a political statement, 'We do not agree 
because we want Turn-Around-Schools and the 
political agenda where they really want to be 
able to come in and say this needs to happen 
quicker. I felt like the State Board of Education 
and the DOE were not on the same page, or their 
rules were changed in mid-stream. I think that's 
patently unfair and highly political. I really 
feel that what happened at the end, when the 
State Board of Education refused to hear our SIP 
the day the principal was to present it, was 
really disrespectful. She spent so many hours 
preparing for that. On the news they made it 
sound like we had done something wrong when it 
wasn't us, it was the Board's disagreement with 
the DOE. The Board wanted to make a statement 
that the process takes too long, they want it 
streamlined, so they just rejected all proposals 
that came in on that day. (5) (3/06) 
At the end, everyone was so upset. The principal 
was so upset, no one wanted to look at the SIP 
anymore. People were crying and getting angry 
with each other. (12) (3/06) 
Policy makers and officials at the State and district 
level must realize that their actions have consequences, 
even unintended consequences, for the educators working 
with our children. The best policies will not have the 
intended result of improving student achievement if the 
people who teach our children are demoralized, feel 
disrespected and do not believe they have the power to 
improve their school. The self-efficacy of educators is 
weakened by these kinds of actions. 
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CHAPTER 6 
ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW RESULTS 
This study began by asking four specific questions: 
1. Does the Performance Improvement Mapping 
(PIM) process for school improvement 
affect teacher efficacy? 
2. Do educators participating in the PIM process 
believe PIM was effective in helping them to 
teach students more effectively? 
3. Do the educators participating in the PIM 
process believe the PIM process helped other 
teachers in their school teach student more 
effectively? 
4. What do the educators participating in the 
PIM process think about teacher efficacy, 
school accountability policies, and student 
achievement? 
Chapter 6 will provide information from interviews 
with all 13 participants of this study in the hopes of 
answering these questions from the interviewee's 
perspective. The following chart will provide the reader 
with pertinent information about each participant. After 
each quotation, the number of the responder and the date of 
the interview will be in parenthesis. 
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Does the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) 
Process for School Improvement Affect 
Teacher Efficacy? 
It appears that the answer is yes for personal 
efficacy, but not for collective efficacy. Members of the 
PIM team stated that going through the PIM process made 
them better teachers, counselors, or administrators, but 
most of them did not think that it affected the school as a 
whole. PIM is part of a school reform policy designed to 
support whole school improvement. However in the present 
study results indicate it was more effective for individual 
professional growth. The results of this study will be 
useful to policy makers as they design educational reform 
policies. Research has indicated it is only when a majority 
of the educators in a school system perceive policies as 
valid, useful in their everyday environment, and reasonably 
easy to implement that those policies will be effective in 
increasing school-wide student achievement (Mintrop, 2004) . 
The results of this study will also provide important 
information to school and district administrators as they 
write and implement school improvement plans. Variables 
have emerged in this study that either enhanced or 
diminished teacher efficacy. These patterns should be able 
to be generalized to other school settings. 
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The following are typical comments from individual PIM 
team members 
It certainly affected my efficacy and that of the 
team members. Being on the team I had a much 
clearer understanding of what the expectations 
were from the state level on down. Through the 
process, I had numerous revelations that allowed 
me to change my thought process, my belief about 
where my abilities are. I am much more able to 
control curriculum and instruction and understand 
why the scope and sequence is there and to 
understand my rationale for what I do in the 
classroom. (4) (12/06) 
The PIM process, for me, was a wonderful learning 
experience. I really feel I got a lot out of it 
as a teacher. I think every teacher should be 
PIMed because it teaches you how to analyze data 
and then use it to improve your teaching. The PIM 
helps you to understand the SIP, how it came to 
be, why we are doing it, what AYP is, everything. 
Being in the PIM process has helped me immensely 
to be a better teacher. (9)(2/07) 
I think looking at root causes is good because it 
helps weed things out; what is under your control 
and what is not under your control. Sometimes we 
get so overwhelmed because there is so much need 
in the inner-city schools that it's easy to throw 
up your hands and say either everything is out of 
your control or you try so hard you burn out. 
Looking at root causes, identifying them and 
putting them on the bull's eye of what is in your 
control, what is the purview of administration, 
central office, parents, and what is in the 
control of the classroom teacher. I think that 
helps you to a certain extent. It helps you feel 
that at least you have a little more control over 
things that are really in your control. (5) 
(3/06) 
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One of the district/DOE liaisons added this 
perspective 
I don't think the PIM process alone will improve 
teacher efficacy, but I think it will help. I 
think the PIM process is missing some components, 
and I think, as the creators of PIM continue to 
revise and update it, they may eventually come up 
with a product that, when people experience it, 
will help to change their belief systems. When 
you do that whole piece about the realms of 
responsibility, the supporting, enabling, and 
core realms, teachers are able to see that so 
much of what they thought was out of their 
control, or somebody else's responsibility, 
really isn't. They realize, 'We can do this, we 
have more power than we thought.' It's not simple 
for under-performing schools, not making AYP; but 
the belief system that 'We can do it' will change 
what every classroom looks like in urban 
education. (10) (12/05) 
Do Educators Participating in the PIM Process Believe 
PIM was Effective in Helping Them to Teach 
Students More Effectively? 
Again, participants reported that the PIM process 
helped them, but it did not generalize to the entire staff. 
A PIM team member who had been teaching for 21 years and 
had remained in the same position throughout the study said 
Now I understand that sometimes I have to get 
down on the floor with the students. I have to 
take scissors and paper and colored pencils and 
use manipulatives. I know that the basic 
knowledge and experience of PIM is good to help 
teachers deal with students in a different way, 
but not for all teachers, not in the range of 90% 
to 100%, maybe for 60% to 70%. (2) (3/06) 
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A member of the PIM team who had been teaching six 
years agreed 
The PIM didn't work for the school or the 
district or for changing the big picture. It 
really was worthwhile and did work for me though. 
I now look at things more deeply, and I ask why? 
I will take the process and use it in my 
individual teaching and with anyone I mentor. 
(4)(3/06) 
A second-year teacher on the PIM team added 
The PIM process helped the students in my 
classroom because when I get data from my 
assessments I look at what they did well on, and 
what they did not do well on. I take what they 
did not do well on and I go to the standards and 
change my lesson plans to teach to the standard 
that they need more help on. If it weren't for 
PIM I wouldn't know how to do that. (9) 3/06) 
One of the district/DOE liaisons explained how she believed 
the PIM process helps teachers 
I think what the PIM process does is give 
teachers a clear lesson on how to self-analyze, 
and how to look at data differently. It raises 
awareness of self-directed improvement systems. 
It shows them how to look at data, how to receive 
feedback and turn it into strategies. (10) 
(12/05) 
The other district/DOE facilitator indicated there is room 
for improvement in the PIM process: 
We need to improve PIM on the instruction piece. 
We need modeling for teachers with exemplars. The 
rigor is going up all the time and it's a moving 
target for mastery. There needs to be detailed, 
specific, and meaningful monitoring in the 
classrooms. (13) (12/05) 
Do the Educators Participating in the PIM Process 
Believe the PIM Process Helped Other Teachers in 
Their School Teach Students More Effectively? 
The participants on the PIM team all felt the process 
helped them as individuals, but most believed the process 
did not affect the school as a whole. One teacher on the 
PIM team told me 
I think the team building and collaboration 
should have been done with all the teachers, not 
just the PIM team. I don't feel the SIP should 
have been developed without the input of all 
teachers. It's really hard; most of us are 
isolated with our students in our classrooms. 
It's hard to come up with root causes that will 
fit into other classrooms. (7) 1/07) 
Another team member said that, although PIM had a positive 
effect on her teaching, 
it absolutely did not, however, have any effect 
on the teachers who weren't on the PIM team. PIM 
has a direct effect. Unless you go through the 
PIM process it doesn't work. (9) 2/07) 
The participants who weren't on the PIM team validated this 
perception by indicating that they did not feel a 
connection to the process, although they felt obligated to 
implement the School Improvement Plan (SIP). One non-PIM 
team member put it this way: 
I don't know much about the PIM process; we have 
had two sessions so far. It's frustrating to do 
an hour here and an hour there. Finding the root 
causes was good; it was great brainstorming, but 
then what? Where do we go from here? In April we 
talked about AYP and how attendance is important. 
We spent most of the time looking at scores from 
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the MCAS when all we needed was for them to hand 
us the scores. They should say, 'Here we are', 
real quick. We don't need to see all the data, 
I'm frustrated with all those charts and data, 
what I need is the answers. (6) (6/05) 
A non-PIM team member who had moved to another school 
in the district told me: 
I do remember, even though I was not on the 
leadership team at the other school when this 
began, the attitude when they came back from the 
retreats. The attitude of most of us was, 'Oh my 
God, not another process!' It was just too much! 
I was at that school for sixteen years and every 
year there was always one or two new things. 
We're going to do this, we're going to do that; 
and there was never any follow-through. I think 
that was the initial thinking at the time. There 
was a continual change of leadership. At that 
particular school I would look at it as just 
another thing on my plate. (8) (2/07) 
Another teacher who was not on the PIM team said 
To me there is a disparity between the SIP 
document and the reality of day-to-day teaching. 
I feel really guilty saying that out loud because 
I know that's not supposed to be the case. It 
seems to be a document we review in the fall and 
again in May, in between we are on our own. 
(3) (1/07) 
Everyone who had the PIM training agreed that learning 
to use data for decision-making was an important benefit of 
the PIM process. They all agreed it changed their work with 
students for the better. They did not believe, however, 
that most teachers who had not been trained would know how 
to use data to improve student achievement. 
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At the beginning of the study, one teacher told me 
I like what I'm learning. Things are clicking. 
Based on data we are finding the reasons and 
causes children are not performing... The teachers 
have only had a total of a two-hour introduction 
to this. They say 'we know all that', but until 
you see the whole picture you don't see what you 
don't know. (1) (6/05) 
Later, another teacher added 
Not every member of the staff knows how to 
collect, analyze and use data to drive their 
decision-making... Looking at data and 
understanding that the numbers are not good is 
one thing. Looking at data and understanding how 
to apply which parts of those numbers to what and 
then link them to instructional decisions, or how 
to link an assessment to prerequisite skills the 
student has missed; they don't have those skills. 
(4) (3/06) 
A PIM team member summed it up this way 
No matter how hard we tried to bring the 
information back to the other teachers, really 
what we were delivering were results and not 
process. Those other teachers needed to have that 
process time. We had 30 hours of direct training, 
plus a couple of over-nights, and then we went 
back and did 60 more hours as a team working and 
working and working. (4) (12/06) 
What Do the Educators Participating in the PIM Process 
Think About Teacher Efficacy, School Accountability 
Policies, and Student Achievement? 
Teacher Efficacy 
One non PIM-team member believed that the PIM process 
might strengthen teacher efficacy: 
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From what I know about it, based on the efficacy 
scale questions, I would say the PIM process 
should definitely help teachers by having a clear 
vision of why the students are not doing well on 
the MCAS and questioning what can I do to change 
that? I think the process should help, but it's 
hard to say. (6) 2/07) 
A district/DOE liaison that had been working with schools 
in the district and the PIM process for several years said 
PIM was only one piece in the attempt to improve teacher 
efficacy: 
You can't mandate teacher efficacy. Teachers have 
to feel qualified, competent, and supported. 
These beliefs evolve over time. You work hard, 
and over time you become good at what you do. You 
understand your responsibility, you are well 
prepared, you feel qualified, you have the 
freedom to try new things, you have the freedom 
to grow and you are given compliments on what you 
are doing. Efficacy is the end product of all 
those elements. (10) (1/07) 
School Accountability Policies 
PIM team members felt that although policies designed 
to improve student achievement did help, they could be 
improved in many ways. For instance, PIM team members felt 
that the PIM process would have been much more successful 
if the facilitators had given the team better guidance and 
support. They also felt that whatever training was provided 
should be for all staff, not just the small number on the 
PIM team. 
147 
Team members stated that, in order to write an 
effective SIP, they must be given the time and resources 
necessary at each step during the process. Most 
importantly, both members of the PIM team and non-PIM team 
members agreed the school improvement plan should be 
specific to the school situation. They also believed the 
SIP should include hands-on interventions teachers can 
implement when provided with the appropriate training. A 
PIM team member put it this way: 
PIM certainly affected my efficacy and that of 
the team members. We tried to convey the lessons 
we learned to the staff through the professional 
development sessions. I feel the training should 
be opened up to a broader population of the 
teachers in order to truly communicate the goals 
the state has set forth. They need to experience 
the process themselves in order to really reflect 
on their practice. There isn't enough time and 
professional development dedicated to this issue. 
There are many fractures within the continuity of 
a teacher's professional development in any given 
year. In order for PIM to be more effective it 
must be given a sufficient amount of concentrated 
effort, time, support and resources within a 
school's community. (4) (11/07) 
A non-PIM team member added 
If I implemented change it would have to be in a 
practical, helpful way for teachers. Maybe it 
could involve special training to support the 
SIP. Grade level specific, not one size fits all. 
Not with specials teachers lumped in, it needs to 
be specific. It needs to be about what teachers 
can do, hands on things they can do to implement 
the SIP, and it has to be ongoing as staff 
development. (3) (1/07) 
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Student Achievement 
Most people interviewed did feel the PIM process would 
help to improve student achievement. They stated that the 
process helped people to look at data objectively so they 
could design interventions specific to their school. It 
helped them to take responsibility for student learning and 
the factors in the school environment they could control. 
The PIM process also helped some team members understand 
the alignment between state standards, curriculum design, 
the MCAS exam, adequate yearly progress, and instruction. 
Two members of the PIM team had this to say 
PIM has already helped me; shown me how to use 
data from my kids, analyze it and use it. The 
SIP isn't just a piece of paper to me anymore. I 
see why kids aren't performing; I know what they 
need now. Hearing the curriculum, the standards, 
and strategies for the first time, now it all 
makes sense. Standards are now a goal for me. I 
didn't understand it before, but because of the 
PIM format, now I understand. If this doesn't 
help us nothing will. This should unify us, help 
us to buy into what we need to do. (9) 6/05) 
I guess PIM did help make people look 
realistically at what was in their control and 
gave them tools instead of just saying 'I can't', 
or 'These kids can't learn'. Having another set 
of eyes to look at the data is helpful. We need 
to figure out why kids don't have it and look for 
patterns among the kids. When children have had 
specific instruction on how to do it and they 
still can't do it, we need to find out why. 
(5) (3/06) 
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One of the district/DOE liaisons added 
A well-written, well-executed SIP will ultimately 
lead to increased student achievement. PIM will 
facilitate that happening. The process is 
excellent. Several schools in the district have 
already transformed themselves and are 
successful. It's what happens to the people that 
matters; the thinking, the willingness to change 
behaviors, the teaming and the collaboration. 
It's being heard, being validated. It opens 
communication about student achievement and 
overall school improvement. (10) (6/05) 
The following information emerged as the study was 
conducted. This information will be helpful in 
understanding why policies may not be implemented as 
intended, or why when they are implemented they may not 
produce the intended results. 
Teachers' Perceptions of the State's Process of 
Identifying Under-Performing Schools 
Teachers have always reported feeling undermined when 
judgments are made based on what they perceive to be 
erroneous, misinterpreted, or insufficient information 
(Lortie, 1975). Although other factors contribute to the 
State Department of Education determining a school is 
under-performing, many teachers in Massachusetts believe 
that the DOE only looks at MCAS results. This misperception 
may affect teacher efficacy at a school that is labeled 
under-performing because many educators feel MCAS data does 
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not represent the whole picture. Some staff members at the 
school in this study pointed out that the results of 
curriculum-based assessment and district assessments 
indicated there had been growth in student achievement at 
their school, and they wanted the DOE to acknowledge those 
improvements. 
During the PIM training, the DOE requires the PIM team 
participants to verify MCAS results by including 
assessments other than the MCAS. Even though the PIM team 
members are told that MCAS results, the Panel Review, and 
the Fact Finding Report together determine the initial 
identification of under-performing schools in 
Massachusetts, other members of the school staff may not 
have received this information. One non-PIM team member 
spoke for many when she said 
They only look at test scores to see if a school 
is performing or under-performing, and we did a 
lot of great things in that school that weren't 
necessarily testing, but that showed that the 
students were learning and they were engaged and 
they were excited about something they had done. 
(6)(2/07) 
Another perception held by some teachers is the that school 
accountability policies may identify problems in the 
school, but then they do not provide the support needed to 
address those problems 
Our SIP was not accepted, after all that work, 
because of a political debate between the State 
Department of Education and the DOE. The state 
will be coming twice a month to monitor the 
implementation of the SIP; a SIP that hasn't even 
been approved! They will be scrutinizing the 
school, and if the scores don't go up they are 
talking about making us a charter school. (4) 
(3/06) 
A teacher on the PIM team told me 
I would tell the DOE that the PIM process is a 
great process, but once you walk out of those 
rooms (at the retreats) you have to have a good 
support team to help you. We don't have that 
support. (9) (3/06) 
Some, but not all, teachers believe that variables 
outside their control are mainly responsible for low 
student achievement. These variables include the socio¬ 
economic status of students, limited English proficiency, 
limited background information, behavioral concerns, and 
school readiness. These staff members believe that all 
variables should be considered when attempting to understand 
the causes of low student achievement rather than limiting 
the focus to variables controlled by the school. One non- 
PIM team member who is now teaching at another school in 
the district reported 
I think there are a lot of factors for why 
children are not doing well over there. Children 
are coming to school not knowing their colors, 
their shapes, how to write their name. I think 
when they come in without that simple background 
it makes the kindergarten teacher have to take a 
step backward to teach those things first before 
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they can do what they're supposed to do. That 
neighborhood is really challenging. There are 
some families who choose to educate their 
children and nurture them, but it seems like a 
lot of families weren't doing what they were 
supposed to be doing. The language barrier is 
another thing. I mean, I can't imagine taking a 
standardized test in another language after one 
year! (6) (2/07) 
During the PIM process, facilitators do tell participants, 
and through them the entire staff at the school, that, 
although these variables do affect student achievement, 
when writing a school improvement plan the focus should be 
on variables that are under the school or district's 
control. 
Communication Difficulties within the School 
There appeared to be a culture of rumors at this 
school, rather than clear, open, honest communication. 
Teachers reported an undercurrent of uncertainty all the 
time, and a level of anxiety about what was going to happen 
next. Some teachers expressed a fear that their jobs were 
not secure, and a concern that there would not be any 
consistency or follow-through by administration. 
There are a lot of rumors, like because we are 
under-performing you cannot transfer anywhere. If 
you want to leave you are just out. You could 
apply to be part of a team, and no one is sure 
where they'll be, there is no synchronization in 
the district. (12) (3/06) 
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It was like you walked into a war zone each day. 
The battle was you against everyone else. You had 
to rationalize why you did what you did, when you 
did it, every second of the day. You always 
looked over your shoulder asking, 'Who is 
watching me now? And, 'Am I really doing this 
right?' It created a huge amount of fear, and the 
unknowns are really much more scary than the 
knowns. (4) (12/06) 
Teachers expressed confusion about what was expected 
of them in the classroom. They perceived a mixed message 
when being told to use data to drive instruction, while at 
the same time being told to follow the scope and sequence, 
the math instructional guide, the curriculum frameworks, 
and the state standards. One teacher on the PIM team told 
me 
On my door, right there, are the results of a 
diagnostic test done by the resource teacher so I 
know the item-analysis, the strengths and 
weaknesses of every student in my room. I go by 
that, especially when I'm grouping; I use what 
students are weak on. I find it very helpful, but 
the contradiction is that when you do that you 
are not following, step by step, the scope and 
sequence. I know what I need to do for students, 
but what will the monitors think? I follow the 
scope and sequence, but I also need to do what 
data tells me the students' need. (1) (3/06) 
A lack of communication between the principal and the 
teachers created unnecessary anxiety at the school. During 
one of my interviews teachers told me they were anxious 
because they were waiting for the DOE monitors to come into 
their classrooms. They said the monitors had been at the 
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school, but they didn't know what they were doing there 
because they hadn't come to observe them. When I asked the 
principal about this she said 
The first visit was just to get to know the 
building, the School Improvement Plan (SIP), and 
to become familiar with the school environment. 
. (11) (3/06) 
Teachers apparently had not been given this information, 
which heightened their anxiety, frustration and distrust 
concerning the process 
The only monitoring we've had so far from the DOE 
were the monitors that came in last week. I don't 
know what they did, they sat down and had a 
meeting. We assumed they'd be going into our 
classrooms, but they sat there for hours and 
hours and hours with the big-wigs from central 
office. (5) (3/06) 
*« 
nil 
Towards the end of the study this lack of communication 
added to the feelings of some PIM team members that they 
had been left out of the process 
The PIM team made this great presentation those 
two days in school. We went over the SIP, 
solicited the teachers' responses, and built a 
vision and mission statement. I felt really proud 
of myself that I did all that with them, and I 
don't know what has been done with it since. (4) 
(3/06) 
A non-PIM team member indicated a lack of 
communication when the initial SIP was rejected: 
I don't know what happened. It was supposed to be 
resubmitted, and I guess it got accepted. (3) 
(3/06) 
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A year later the same teacher told me 
There was a rumor that the SIP got approved while 
the principal was gone, that somehow it had been 
re-written, or parts of it had been re-written, 
bypassed the SCDM, and got approved. I still 
don't know what happened. (3) (1/07) 
Communication Between the School and the DOE 
Perhaps the most damaging mis-communication was 
between the DOE and the school district with regards to the 
role of the DOE/District liaison for the PIM process. The 
lead liaison told me 
The district/DOE liaison was trained by the DOE 
in how to support * schools going through the PIM 
process. She attends retreats and meetings at the 
school only when requested to be there. She is 
there to support the principal with data 
analysis, what it means, how to use it. The 
principal should be the instructional leader in 
the PIM process, moving it forward. It's an 
opportunity to grow in leadership skills. 
(13)(12/05) 
Later, it was discovered that the DOE intended the 
district/DOE liaison to play a much larger role as a guide 
for the PIM team outside of the DOE PIM retreats. 
Later, I found out that the DOE expected me to 
take more of a leadership role, not as a co¬ 
facilitator, but as the leader of the PIM process 
at the school. That was not my understanding, not 
anything that anyone had told me, but that's the 
feedback my boss received. I have no problem with 
taking charge if I understand that's what my job 
is. (10)(12/05) 
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Being asked to lead a process in , which she had not been 
trained had frustrated the principal: 
It was especially difficult for me because I had 
only been in this building for six months and did 
not know the people. I did not have enough 
experience as a principal to be the leader. I did 
not know what my role was supposed to be. If I 
were to do it again, I would know what to do. I 
would select different people for the PIM team, I 
would know how to push people. (11) (3/06) 
Later she added 
The first day of the retreat the DOE facilitators 
asked me to do a presentation and I didn't know 
what they were talking about. I think they should 
have started by telling us the process, what to 
do, what was expected. If I had the experience I 
have now I would have told them no, I would have 
told them first you explain to me what we are 
doing here. (11) (1/07) 
This lack of guidance from the district/DOE liaison had 
been the main complaint of PIM team participants throughout 
the process. The following quote represents similar 
comments every participant on the PIM team made at one time 
or another: 
The PIM process was really frustrating. There was 
so much to unpack and deconstruct. When we 
weren't in those retreat rooms, and we didn't 
have the facilitators, it really crippled us. (4) 
(3/06) 
The DOE facilitator did not appear to have heard these 
frustrations over the course of the study 
The teacher evaluations of the process were fine, 
they thought we were doing a great job. They 
seemed to think it was fine and appreciated how 
we co-facilitated. (10) (12/05) 
The DOE/district liaisons were invaluable at the DOE 
PIM retreats. They facilitated the work and were able to 
guide the PIM team to stay focused, understand exactly what 
was expected of them, and complete their tasks. The 
misunderstanding that outside the retreats they were only 
to help the principal had a powerful, negative impact on 
the PIM team. It was clear, as time passed, that the 
liaison's guidance at the school between retreats might 
have prevented the frustration and anger that resulted when 
the PIM team members had questions that could not be 
answered as they went through the process. 
We needed more direction when we were working at 
the school because we tended to go off on little 
tangents or get down into those valleys and not 
be able to extricate ourselves. Having someone 
there at those times would have been extremely 
helpful and we would have been more productive. 
(5) (3/06) 
Knowing how to collect data and facilitate meetings to 
analyze and make use of data for decision-making was 
lacking at this school (Fact Finding Report 3/05) . PIM 
introduced team members to the concept, and taught them how 
to do it, but the rest of the staff received only limited 
information during professional development sessions. Even 
with the training they had, the team found it difficult to 
158 
analyze data and write the SIP without the DOE/district 
liaison there to guide and support them. The team felt the 
PIM process changed continually, and they were never quite 
sure they were following the process accurately. While at 
one retreat session, a team member told the DOE/district 
liaison that: 
We were unclear when we did this back at school, 
even with the manual. (4) (6/05) 
The liaison responded 
Let's go back and be sure this was done properly. 
We'll go step by step and make sure everyone 
understands. (10) (6/05) 
The team expressed frustration with this response because 
reviewing it again would not solve the problem of needing 
guidance while working back at the school. This mis- 
communication added to the frustration of team members and 
may have negatively affected teacher efficacy for school 
improvement. 
Although not specifically answering any of the four 
questions presented for this study, the following data 
provides important information about variables that affect 
teacher efficacy. 
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School and District Leadership 
When I began this study, the current principal was 
beginning her second year at the school, however, she had 
actually become principal of the school only six months 
earlier. Teachers reported that each previous administrator 
had changed things as soon as they arrived and the staff 
had adopted the expectation that "this too shall pass." 
The staff did not believe that the district was committed 
to hiring or supervising a strong, experienced principal. 
The Fact-Finding Report (2005) addressed the following 
issues concerning school leadership. The principal began 
her tenure at the school with a very top-down, directive 
style of management. For nearly a year, the school had been 
without a permanent principal; there had been four 
principals in three years, and some teachers had assumed a 
strong leadership role. Many teachers resented the new 
principal's style of decision-making. An example of this 
occurred when the principal, due to her strong background 
in English Language Immersion, instituted homogeneous 
grouping of students in classrooms without input from staff 
members. 
Staff members reported they believed the principal 
placed unqualified "favorites" in positions at the school. 
They believed qualifications and skills were overlooked 
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when filling some positions. Staff members also stated that 
regular, sub-standard performance by some teachers was 
overlooked by administration. There was no consistency 
room to room, lesson plans were not evaluated, and a 
written performance evaluation did not exist. 
Later in her tenure at the school, the principal 
acknowledged these concerns when she told me: 
When you go to a new place, your first tendency 
is to make changes. In the school environment, 
you need to take the time to involve everyone in 
making changes and have a good reason for the 
changes. The teachers need to understand that the 
changes aren't something the principal wants to 
do, the changes are needed to increase student 
learning. The principal needs to be very clear 
about that. I'm not sure if the PIM process has 
affected teacher efficacy, but I think that 
what's changed here, more than the PIM process, 
is the organization of the building. I make sure 
the teachers in this building receive the 
appropriate support; we need to survive 
ourselves. What was beneficial from the PIM 
process was that we learned how to use data to 
identify the specific needs of the students and 
then how to develop different instructional 
strategies to address student needs, and how to 
use the resources to do that. (11)(1/07) 
The principal appeared to evolve into a strong 
leader over the course of this study; however, she 
still had a style of leadership that seemed abrasive 
to some staff members. The following is what the 
principal had to say at one school-site work session 
from 
about the draft of the SIP: 
There is too much discipline in this. We need to 
talk about curriculum and instruction. It's about 
teaching, teaching, teaching. Let's write on this 
white board to see if everyone agrees on the 
causes. We need to have "students" in the causes. 
It was embarrassing at the last retreat. The DOE 
was unhappy with us. Because teachers don't get 
to meet they don't teach effectively? No! 
Teachers are responsible to teach! (11) (7/05) 
On the other hand, some staff members who had been 
critical of the principal at the beginning of the study 
expressed a new appreciation for her when she returned from 
a three-month leave of absence. While she was on leave 
three interim principals had been at the school. One staff 
member told me 
I really put a lot of blame on the leadership 
issue last year and now I've changed. I've seen 
many people come in and try to fill that 
leadership role, and I felt that, by far, the 
principal we have now is the best. She had to be 
tough and she had to be explicit in what she 
wanted and what she needed, and I feel bad that I 
didn't understand how much stress she was under 
from the state. I really feel badly and I really 
respect her very much now. I respect her 
technique; I like that she lets us do our job, 
but still holds us accountable. She gives us 
support when we ask for it. Without her strong 
leadership it was chaos here. (7) (1/07) 
The principal began the new school year by trying to 
unify the staff and include them in the school improvement 
process. At the August, 2005, welcome back for staff she 
delivered a clear message that their jobs were important, 
that they would be held accountable, and that No Child Left 
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Behind was driving school accountability, not the principal 
or the district or even the state. 
Everyone needs to follow the SIP because it is 
based on data. We need to work together, you are 
here so students will learn. You must believe in 
this. We all need to do this together; it is 
everyone's responsibility. The leaders are 
accountable, but everyone else is too. We will 
all be held accountable. Everyone has a specific 
duty. Your voice is important, we need your 
input. (11) (8/05) 
Other factors in this district had a significant 
effect on the collective efficacy at this school. The 
teachers in this district had not had a contract in four 
years. The city had been placed in receivership, and funds 
had been frozen. The teachers believed that more and more 
demands were being placed on them without appropriate 
compensation. At the beginning of the 2005-2006 school 
year, some classes in the school were as high as 27 
students, and families were still registering. One PIM team 
member expressed the teachers' frustration this way: 
I just think the staff feels unsupported. At this 
point they feel unsupported all the way around. 
The union is not doing what they need to do to 
get the contract going, the city is not doing 
anything to pay teachers what they're worth, the 
state isn't saying our plan is good enough for 
them, and the staffing that should be in place is 
not in place. (4) (3/06) 
Another member of the PIM-team told me 
The director of special education keeps sending 
us special education students; the bilingual 
department keeps sending us Somalian students. 
Having these new students lowers our scores no 
matter what, even if we have the best strategies 
in the world. I sent emails to the director of 
special education telling him we are an under- 
performing school and if he keeps sending us 
children with high needs we can't raise our 
scores. We are getting tons of students with 
special needs and they (the district) make the 
assumption that there is money somewhere, and 
that there is staff somewhere, that the moment we 
get a child with special needs the school can 
reshuffle somehow to provide for the needs of 
that child. (12) (1/07) 
After the PIM team wrote the SIP, based on data 
collected on the students at their school, the central 
office administration in the district changed the school 
boundaries so that 250*out of approximately 384 students 
arriving in the fall were different students than the SIP 
had been written for. Teachers and administrators at the 
school were extremely frustrated by this lack of planning 
on the district's part. One PIM team member expressed the 
frustration of many of his colleagues when he said: 
Once we do the process, the DOE needs to take 
into consideration the population we are going to 
get. We were making the PIM based on the 
population that we had, and in the middle of that 
the district changed the boundaries for the 
school and we have a different population. The 
PIM is so strict and hierarch[ic]al that we were 
basically trying to reach the different steps, 
and it did not give us the flexibility to go back 
and change, we did not have enough time. (12) 
(3/06) 
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Another team member added 
I really don't know where we stand; I do know 
that we're really not doing well. We've had a lot 
of changes in our school population with the 
boundary plan, and there is a lot of mobility 
with our students. It seems like the boundary 
plan hasn't helped us, it's really hurt us. The 
students we have are even more needy. There have 
been issues with staff due to things outside our 
control; the contractual issues, people have left 
in major numbers. Some of our best teachers were 
tagged to go to district-wide positions or other 
buildings in leadership positions. I just wish 
that the district administration would stop doing 
things that undermine our ability to get out of 
this hole. (5) (1/07) 
The stability needed for effective school improvement 
appeared to be lacking in this school and district 
There is just a lot of instability in people's 
lives. The principal was out due to illness, a 
member of the PIM team due to family illness, the 
staff attendance rate is terrible; people are 
missing a month and six weeks of school! If they 
give you a piece of paper (the SIP) to follow for 
the year, and no one is helping you to understand 
it, to follow it, to implement it, to plan for 
it, then the paper is nothing. (4) (3/06) 
One of the district/DOE facilitators talked about how 
important stability is to whole school improvement 
It can be the principal or a lead-teacher who is 
the constant teachers put their trust and faith 
in, but you cannot have that fluctuation in and 
out, for whatever reason. You cannot continually 
do that and expect to see growth. We have enough 
data now to see that where there has been 
continual change it is much more difficult to 
implement whole school improvement. (13) (12/06) 
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Common Vision and Mission at the School 
Other issues complicated the process as well. The PIM 
team had many strong members, and there was sometimes a 
tug-of-war for leadership. There were competing educational 
philosophies among the participants, which, at times, made 
it difficult to work together. A liaison, from outside the 
school, would have helped to mediate these differences. A 
teacher on the PIM team told me 
We need teamwork training. I feel like I'm 
spinning my wheels now and we need to get this 
done. (4) (6/05) 
The principal began by trying to pull the PIM team 
together to create a viable school improvement plan. 
We have to show we are a team. We are the leaders 
and we need to help the teachers accept this and 
move on. We need to help the 2/3 of the teachers 
identified as not excellent in the fact finding 
report to become excellent. We need to do this 
together as a whole building. We need to come 
together; to have the same mission, the same 
school improvement plan, the same performance 
improvement mapping process, everything. Number 
one is student achievement, number two is to 
create an environment for instruction, number 
three is the principal is responsible. At first, 
I took offense, but I need to change. I need to 
be more collaborative and get more input from 
teachers. The focus is on what's best for 
students, not what's best for me. (11) (6/05) 
The staff and administration at this school had great 
difficulty creating a common vision and mission for the 
school. One particular area of concern was the Responsive 
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Classroom (RC) approach to creating a consistent school 
environment, both for academic and behavioral procedures. 
The staff had been trained in RC in previous years and 
enthusiastically embraced the program; the new principal 
had no experience with RC and did not want to see it 
continued. During the PIM process, the principal's 
determination to eliminate many RC procedures created a lot 
of anxiety and frustration for all concerned. 
At the June, 2005, retreat, the principal told the 
team: 
I would like some time to reflect on RC before 
the team goes forward with including it in the 
SIP. I am asking that the school staff does not 
use RC until I am ready. I need more information 
about the strategies you are talking about. (11) 
(6/05) 
Some PIM team member comments at that time included: 
I'm feeling very frustrated and depressed over 
the principal's reaction to RC. (4) (7/05) 
Responsive classroom will work if you're 
consistent. We need to have administration, 
teachers, everyone consistently doing RC, using 
RC language. Sometimes I even find myself 
screaming now because there is no consistent 
support. It makes RC difficult. Consistency is 
the key, from top to bottom. Everyone on-board, 
using RC consistently. It's pro-active 
management. Not everyone is on-board here. (1) 
(6/05) 
In another interview, a non PIM-team member concurred. 
RC needs to be fully implemented; it's a great 
program. The pressure to focus on academics is 
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preventing implementation of RC in the school. 
Ten minutes each morning is not enough. We had 
an on-site presenter the first year, less support 
the second year, and the third year not much of 
anything. We need more; we need an administrator 
who will push for it. Most of the staff is still 
on-board. (3) (6/05) 
At the July, 2005, DOE retreat, the DOE/district 
facilitator told the team 
You can't take the culture of the school out of 
the SIP. The DOE would want a big explanation for 
doing that. You should include RC in your SIP. 
(13)(7/05) 
The principal agreed and the team was happy, but, when the 
final SIP was written, RC was not in the plan: 
Finally, the principal said she would do RC, and 
we all felt successful, and then somebody changed 
the SIP, and it wasn't the team who changed it. 
(4)(3/06) 
Building a common vision and mission included more 
than RC however. A teacher on the PIM team believed that 
PIM could help, but not without addressing other factors as 
well. 
(The PIM process) is interesting work, but we can 
plan all we want, the main thing is that 
implementation depends on building a common 
vision. Isolated programs do not work. We need to 
develop a community, a holistic striving towards 
our vision. I see PIM as a step toward that 
vision. We need the infrastructure to carry out 
our plan. We need a collaborative community of 
professionals. (5) (6/05) 
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The principal put it this way 
It's very important, the relationship the 
principal and the staff has. You can have the 
best staff, or you can have the best principal, 
but teachers respond more to relationship. After 
that, when the teachers feel responsibility to 
that building, then is when they start to have 
ownership for the students and the building. Then 
they start to see that this job is more than pay; 
it's what I like and what I love and this is my 
objective. When you feel proud of what you're 
doing, then you get results. Then, we have to 
provide the tools for the teachers to provide 
instruction to the students. Then we try to 
resolve the issues all around, and when all the 
issues are resolved, then you can go to the 
teachers and say, 'This is what you need to do, 
and this is what the data says, and let me know 
what I can do to help you.' Then you provide the 
support inside and outside the classroom so that 
the instruction can take place. When teachers 
start to feel even a little success, there is a 
change in their beliefs. They have to believe 
that they can do it. Teachers need to believe in 
what they're doing, and the system needs to 
resolve the issues and be trustworthy. The 
teachers need to believe the system will support 
them. (11) 1/07) 
The foundation of the PIM process, collaborative, 
continual data collection and analysis used for decision¬ 
making, should be embedded in the daily routine of the 
school. This critical factor had not happened by the end of 
this study. One stumbling block was that common planning 
time, although included in teachers' schedules, could not 
be required. The teachers' contract stated that teachers 
could use their planning time as they deemed necessary to 
prepare for their classes. Many teachers, at the time of 
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this study, chose not to use their planning time 
collaboratively. One teacher on the PIM remarked 
The fact that we have common prep-periods by 
grade level, and teachers refuse to meet because 
it is 'contractually guaranteed' that it's their 
prep time; these types of things kill me, but I 
can't get people to do what they ought to do. 
(5) (1/07) 
Support Before, During, and After the PIM Process 
The principal expressed a need for more support before 
and during the PIM process. The PIM training began without 
the opportunity for the principal to become familiar, let 
alone proficient, with*the process before introducing it to 
her staff. She stated that it undermined her credibility as 
a leader when she was unable to help her team through the 
process because she was a novice herself. The principal 
felt it was difficult for her to be an effective leader 
when she was learning the process at the same time as the 
other members of her team. In March she told me 
The process of PIM and the fact-finding report 
was difficult. It wasn't well organized, it 
wasn't well presented. It was very confusing. PIM 
is a good thing, but I didn't know what my role 
was supposed to be. If I were to do it again, now 
I would know what to do. (11) (3/06) 
And again in January of the following year, she said: 
The principal should have the training before the 
others go through it. Teachers need to see the 
principal as the leader; they need to believe in 
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the leader. In order to believe, they need to 
feel they have the support and trust to follow 
the leader. (11) (1/07) 
The principal also questioned the training of the 
district/DOE liaisons because there was not always complete 
agreement about expectations. The principal said: 
I'm not sure the new school officers the DOE 
hired were trained very well. They tried to do a 
lot of things at the same time, and they were not 
sure what was happening. They were helpful, but 
it can be difficult if they aren't in complete 
agreement because it causes conflict. (11) (3/06) 
All PIM team members agreed that the PIM process needs 
more time at every stage. The structured format at the PIM 
retreats was good, but there was not enough time to really 
internalize the information. One team member summed it up 
this way 
I know we're getting a lot done, but it's 
frustrating because there is so much to do. The 
team is coming together, but we still feel behind 
every time we go to the retreat. (9) (6/05) 
The school and district tried to provide information 
and training to the entire staff, but once again there was 
not enough time to make learning meaningful. School and 
district leaders provided the entire school faculty with an 
overview of the PIM/SIP process, an overview of the 
philosophy behind a culture of achievement, and various 
other workshops on English Language Learners, Special 
Education requirements. Differentiating Instruction, etc. 
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All of these offerings were held during three days at the 
beginning of the school year. The workshops were conducted 
in segments of fifty minutes during professional 
development time or at staff meetings on extended days. 
Teachers reported being so overwhelmed with information 
while trying to keep up with the demands of their daily 
classroom needs that the new information could not become 
part of their daily routine. 
The principal reported that she believed the PIM 
process had enabled her to see what was going on in her 
school, what needed to be done about deficiencies at the 
school, and had given her the tools to monitor her staff 
and student achievement results. She saw the PIM process as 
both a positive and a negative experience for herself and 
for her school 
I think there has been a change, and I have 
observed the process. At the beginning, when the 
panel review came, the teachers were saying, 'Why 
are they coming? We are doing everything right in 
this building. This is a community that can't 
learn. These are poor kids. They are English 
language learners, special education students." 
They made all kinds of excuses. Then the fact¬ 
finding team came and they went deep. Then we 
went through the PIM process. The important thing 
in the PIM process was the data analysis. PIM 
taught us how to compare the data and then 
prepare the SIP based on the data, and then how 
to implement the SIP. When we sent the SIP to the 
teachers, we told them the data was from here, 
from this school, and this will tell you what 
will work in this school. The teachers started to 
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realize this, but it has been a slow process. 
(11) (3/06) 
The whole PIM process, for me, had two parts. I 
cannot deny that as a principal I learned a lot 
and had professional growth. But the other part 
was very painful, very painful. Sometimes it was 
a nightmare. At the beginning, nobody was sure of 
the expectations. We had to find our way by 
ourselves. It was emotional; it was dragging down 
my energy. It's very bad when a person does not 
have the appropriate support. The pressure and 
responsibility affects the emotions. (11) (1/07) 
Support was also needed at the school during the 
implementation process. Once school got underway, 
administration and staff began to respond to the needs of 
students, teachers, the district, the federal government, 
and parents on the spot, without referring to the SIP. One 
PIM team member reported 
Initially, I thought it was really great, but as 
time goes by, it's getting diluted and the focus 
is on whatever is coming up at the moment. We 
have this plan, but it's not clear in the process 
how you can change it to address the present 
reality. We did the PIM, and then we realized the 
population changed drastically because of the 
boundary changes, so how do we address the new 
population? Collect data again and create a new 
plan? We need to design a school improvement plan 
based on reality. (12) (3/06) 
The DOE facilitators at the retreats told the PIM team 
that the DOE would step in to help them, become critical 
friends in the process, and the district would be 
supporting them as well. By the end of this study, however, 
the monitors from the DOE were just beginning to come to 
the school to monitor the implementation of the accepted 
SIP. The DOE had told the administration and staff that 
they would receive a rubric from the DOE monitors to let 
the staff know what the monitors were looking for when they 
visited the classrooms. When this study was completed, no 
rubric had been presented to the staff. Teachers were 
frustrated because the monitors had not come into their 
classrooms to give them specific, individualized feedback 
to help them in their classrooms. The monitors only met 
with administration while they were at the school. One of 
the district/DOE liaisons told me that feedback to the 
teachers was critical if monitoring were going to be 
effective. 
The DOE monitors in the classrooms have helped a 
lot (in other schools) when they give specific 
suggestions, in detail, in the monitoring report. 
They did not do this for the school you studied. 
(13) (12/05) 
Once any school improvement plan is accepted, the 
school and district need to see the accountability process 
as embedded in the daily life of the school (Mintrop, 
2004). This means that someone needs to be collecting, 
analyzing and using data to drive decision-making 
throughout the year. This data driven decision-making 
process must also be documented for the DOE monitors. This 
is an enormous task, added to everything else these 
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educators are required to do, and it is not clear how this 
will be implemented. At the end of this study, no one was 
sure who would have the time or the expertise to provide 
the DOE with what would be acceptable documentation in the 
coming months. 
Perception of the PIM Process 
All members of the PIM team believed the entire 
process should be given more time for thoughtful 
reflection, analysis and for writing the SIP. One team 
member put it this way 
The process itself, charts and all, is really 
good, but there is not enough time between 
sessions to do the work. In the future, they 
should put a good schedule in place to ensure 
complete buy-in, and a complete understanding of 
the process. This process should be embedded in 
every day at the school. (4) (6/05) 
Another PIM team member agreed 
I'm happy with the PIM. It has forced us to 
identify the specific needs of the children so 
that we can address them. The pace is a little 
rigorous, to meet the deadlines; we need more 
time before we go back for another retreat. The 
district coach should be at all meetings because 
it often varies; what we are supposed to do and 
what really happens. The teachers did well 
generating root causes, but there was nowhere 
enough time to do it right. The time constraints 
and budget pressures compromise the quality of 
the job. This process should force teachers to 
step up to the plate. Data will no longer be 
filed and forgotten; it must be used to meet 
student needs. (7) 6/05) 
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There is a major discrepancy between the way the 
Department of Education (DOE) perceives the PIM process and 
the school's perception of that same process. The DOE saw 
the process as continuing to evolve as the DOE facilitators 
learn what works and what doesn't work each time they 
conduct the PIM training with a school or district. The 
school, however, saw the PIM process as a one-time 
experience that either did or did not work well for them. 
An example of this was when the DOE realized, part way 
through the process, that asking people to complete the PIM 
process when they are new to data collection and analysis 
caused them to "drown in data". They realized they needed 
to help the PIM team limit their focus for writing the SIP. 
When the DOE attempted to do this by providing computer 
templates that limited what the team could say, the PIM 
team members perceived this as contradictory. They had been 
told to "dig deeper" and "keep asking why" and now they 
were being limited to a few sentences to explain their 
findings. The DOE did not appear to anticipate the 
demoralizing effect these templates would have for the 
team. The DOE perceived the templates as an effort, on 
their part, to modify the process to meet the needs of the 
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participants. The principal spoke for the entire team when 
she said 
Then, it was all for nothing because we had to 
throw the finished product in the trash and start 
again here at the school with a new format 
because the SIP we wrote was not in the format 
the state was looking for. So, all those seven 
days, except for the data collection and the AYP 
analysis and some other components were a waste 
of time because we had to start all over again. I 
don't know if the confusion was from the DOE, 
from us, or from the district, but it was 
confusing from the beginning. (11)(3/06) 
A teacher on the PIM team questioned why the DOE 
changed the format 
What I didn't like about the PIM process was that 
a lot of the things we did and that we spent a 
lot of time on did not end up being relevant or 
even part of the end product. Only the big things 
were addressed in the end. (5) (3/06) 
Another discrepancy was that the DOE believed the PIM 
process should and does allow each school and district 
to individualize the process to fit the school's 
particular needs. The PIM members, however, saw the 
process as inflexible at times. One PIM-team member 
said 
The PIM process needs to be individualized based 
on the school you are working with, based on 
their reality, and it needs to be simplified so 
that people are dealing with the problems they 
are dealing with, rather than just trying to fit 
whatever it is you (the state) are looking for. 
It could be good if it did that. (12) (3/06) 
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Some staff at the school believed in the possibility 
of evolving with the PIM process; learning from past 
mistakes and making it better. One PIM team member said 
I think all schools should go through the PIM 
process. When you come back from the retreats, 
however, you should have enough time to share the 
process, and each year there should be a new team 
that is trained. I think it is great because 
otherwise nobody understands the SIP, it's just 
words on a paper. But once you understand, it 
makes perfect sense and it's easy to do. 
(9)(2/07) 
A non-PIM team member added a unique perspective. She 
reported that she had been on the district committee to 
write a school improvement plan in the past and that the 
same revisions, tedious process, and frustration were 
evident then. She said that this time, however, it appeared 
there was more support available for the team. She 
concluded 
I think PIM helps schools write the SIP. I was on 
the SIP committee two years ago when we didn't 
have the PIM. I know how difficult it is to write 
a SIP. We had to revise it and revise it and 
revise it; it's just a tedious process. I think 
having a PIM team in place, there are extra 
supports and safeguards that we didn't have. 
There is more expertise and there are more voices 
heard from than we had before and that's good. 
(3)(3/06) 
Two members of the PIM team concurred 
I have been on the school SIP team in the past, 
and now the PIM team, and the PIM's increased 
scaffolding is helpful. We didn't go deep enough 
with the SIP in the past. The item analysis is 
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very important; it gets at what the children 
need, it's more detailed. (5) (6/05) 
Having gone through writing the SIP with PIM and 
without it I developed a deeper understanding of 
school improvement through PIM because it was 
explained in a way that made more sense. It 
wasn't so quick, and we had more support going 
through it. (5) (3/06) 
Other members of the staff had given up on the PIM 
process and working with the state in general. These staff 
members reported that they would use the tools they learned 
during the PIM training for their personal, professional 
use, but that the PIM training would not affect the school 
as a whole. The following statements from two PIM-team 
members provides some insight: 
The PIM process has definitely changed me. It 
made me more self-reflective; I look at the data 
and I am more aware of the causes of why students 
aren't learning. I really have an issue with the 
process, however. The DOE had an agenda and they 
knew exactly what they wanted from the beginning. 
We did not have to go through all that. The state 
needs to come to the school and not do learning 
walks, but teach in a classroom, teach the 
population we do. Then they can help find the 
root-causes for low student achievement. 
(7) (1/07) 
So did the PIM work? No. Why? Was it the process? 
Maybe. Was it the support behind the process? 
Maybe. Was it the dynamic of the group? Maybe. 
Was it the fact that once it was written it was 
discredited over and over again because of being 
rejected, re-written, and refined to the point 
that it no longer looks like the document we 
created? Maybe. Is it because it wasn't 
implemented because people were running around 
afraid to implement something that hadn't been 
approved? I think that's a definite. Is it just 
one more of a myriad of initiatives and nobody 
knows how much importance to put on it? I think 
that's a definite. (4) (3/06) 
A year later this same participant said 
I think they (the educators participating in the 
PIM process) think that it is still a monumental 
struggle to achieve the goals set forth in the 
SIP. They have not experienced any real success 
with the plan, and have not met the benchmarks 
set for them. They are feeling like failures. The 
sad reality is that there is not a structure in 
place to ensure all the factors, there are too 
many variables. The human element is the first 
and most varied; teacher observation, 
constructive criticism, and review of goals is 
not always done consistently. Although PIM is a 
valuable tool, it only skims the surface of the 
issues that schools face. (4) (11/07) 
Limiting the Focus for Interventions 
The Fact Finding Team identified numerous concerns in 
the domains of Planning for Instruction, Climate and 
Culture, Instruction and Curriculum, School Leadership, and 
District Support. Some of these concerns were addressed in 
the SIP, but because the team was required to limit the 
focus for improvement, others were not addressed for the 
coming school year. Because PIM is an ongoing process, 
concerns not addressed this year would, presumably, be 
addressed in future years. Prioritizing needs is an 
essential part of a realistic School Improvement Plan, but 
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agreeing on priorities is not always easy. For instance, 
one teacher on the PIM team stated that 
No Child Left Behind is not working when ELL 
children are left behind because teachers do not 
know how to teach ELL children. (1)(2/07) 
Although highlighted in the Fact Finding report 
(2005), when the SIP was written, training for teachers in 
how to effectively teach ELL students was not included as 
an intervention for the current school year. 
Follow Through/Consistency 
Following the summer of the PIM process and the 
writing of the SIP, the principal took a leave of absence 
for three months, from October 2006 to January 2007, due to 
illness. During this time, three interim principals were 
placed at the school, and each one implemented changes 
without consulting the PIM team or the School Improvement 
Plan. 
Staff at the school described these three months as 
chaos. In addition, 50% of the staff at the school had 
changed since the beginning of this study. One PIM-team 
member told me 
The people who came in to substitute did what 
they could, (but) it was just chaos. (7) (1/07) 
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Another teacher who was not on the PIM-team added 
I really feel I am exhaling that the principal is 
back and we don't have to struggle and strive so 
much. (3)(1/07) 
By December of 2006, there appeared to have been 
limited follow-through on items in the School Improvement 
Plan. Teachers were told they would receive portfolios 
including data on each of their students at the beginning 
of the year; this had not happened. At the June, 2005, 
retreat, the district/DOE liaison had told the team: 
Every classroom will have a teacher computer with 
Internet connection and a new database. We can't 
waste time looking in paper folders. This 
database will include the new students. There 
will be data from the Degrees of Reading 
Assessment (DRA), English Language Learners 
(ELL), and an MCAS item analysis in the students' 
folders. There will be updates with on-going 
information. (10) (6/05) 
One of the district/DOE facilitators told the team 
Professional development will be provided in 
August to help everyone understand the Math 
Instruction Guide (MIG). Math coaches in the 
school should be able to help too. Extended days 
that are scheduled for next year should be used 
for this type of professional development and 
coaching. Keep a 'wish list' and give it to your 
principal. Everyone realizes you need the proper 
tools to succeed. (13) (7/05) 
However, five months later, a member of the PIM team told 
me 
Even though we were told we were supposed to be 
data-based, we haven't analyzed any data yet, as 
a team. Most of the team from before is gone. 
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There are a few of us, but most everyone is new. 
I think we need to go back to analyze data, to 
triangulate it, and get back to being data- 
driven. We went though all this training and all 
this process, and to tell you the truth, it has 
all just stopped. The process is only good if the 
implementation is good. (12) (1/07) 
The district did not make implementation of the SIP 
any easier. Classes for English Language Learners (ELL) 
were overloaded with students. Some classes were as high as 
31 children, and new students were arriving every day. 
Students from Somalia were particularly vulnerable because 
there was only one professional staff translator in the 
entire district to support them. The number of students 
needing special education support continued to increase at 
the school and the district continued to cut positions. The 
district also continued to move staff from the school under 
study to district positions, or to other schools in the 
district. Staff at this school perceived these factors as 
validating their perception that the district did not 
consider the school's needs when making decisions. To some, 
it seemed like all anyone did was identify why they weren't 
performing well; nothing was done to help them solve the 
problems they faced. As the district offered leaders on the 
PIM team positions outside the school under study, one team 
member remarked 
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I find it really funny that we're such an under- 
performing school, but where do all the internal 
leaders in the district come from? These are 
people who are marked as exemplary. I like to say 
we are the mash unit of education; if we can 
teach here we can teach anywhere! (5) (1/07) 
Toward the end of the study the principal and the 
district administration had implemented "learning walks" at 
the school. Learning walks are approximately three-minute 
walks through a classroom by district and building 
administrators. These walks are conducted on a regular 
basis and are followed by feedback to teachers on what was 
observed. The purpose of learning walks is to support 
teachers and help them-improve instructional practices. 
Teachers reported to me that they were frustrated because 
they were not receiving feedback after the visits, and 
resentment was building due to lack of trust between the 
teachers and both school and district administration. One 
team member reported 
When the learning walks happen, when they come 
in, after, they give all the information to the 
(building) administration, but not to the 
teachers. (12)(3/06) 
One of the members of the PIM team summed it up this way 
PIM is not connected to the whole system. It's 
not supportive of what's going on. The school is 
going this way and PIM is going this way just to 
appease the people out there. The connections are 
not clear. If the PIM was integrated into what is 
really going on in the school, and the district 
was aligned with that so that by a certain time 
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each year we would know who the staff would be at 
the school. We went through this whole process 
and now many of the people on our PIM team are in 
other schools. The district directors should be 
here, they should be part of the plan and 
helping. They should support, not just criticize. 
(12) (3/06) 
The principal and one team member did report that 
follow-through was beginning to happen by the end of the 
* *'| 
study 
We are meeting today, and we are updating the 
plan. We are going to update the plan each month. I 
We are doing the activities from the SIP, and . ;t 
this Thursday we are meeting to talk about every 
activity and how we are doing, what is working 
and what is missing. We go over the SIP every 
month, every extended day, every professional 
development day. We tell them to remember to 
check the Math Instruction Guide, check the SIP, 
and check what you're supposed to be doing; so we 
are going over it every week. (2) (1/07) 
'■ J' 
However, a non-PIM team member had a different perception ja 
Not much has been happening with the PIM/SIP 
since I saw you last year. Of course we got a 
copy of the SIP when school started this year, it 
was finally approved, but then again there's some 
controversy about that. So, as far as staff 
briefings on the SIP, to my knowledge, not since 
September have we heard a thing about it. (3) 
(1/07) 
A Perceived Betrayal 
Once the School Improvement Plan (SIP) was completed, 
the district/DOE liaison went through the document item by 
item with the PIM team members. The liaison told the team 
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she wanted to make sure everyone agreed the final product 
was complete and accurate. The principal spent hours 
practicing her presentation of the SIP for the State Board 
of Education. Most staff members were exhausted, but 
excited that they had completed a really difficult task 
that would demonstrate their commitment to improving 
student achievement. 
The Commissioner of Education and the school district 
accepted the school improvement plan (SIP) as presented. 
The State Board of Education, however, rejected the 
school's SIP without reading it. They also dismissed 
several other district's plans without reading them the 
same day. The Board's rationale for the rejection was that 
the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process was 
taking too long to improve student achievement at schools 
that had been identified as under-performing, and another 
method of school improvement, such as Turn Around Schools 
(Mass Insight Education & Research Institute) should be 
implemented. 
The staff at the school was devastated. They felt they 
couldn't win; that after all those hours, all that work, 
the rug had been pulled out from under them. They felt 
betrayed. A PIM team member told me 
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We got through it, and we were able to write a 
document and we were able to say, 'Yes, this is 
what we feel, this is what we found'; and every 
single one of us felt like we had done a good job 
and we were patting ourselves on the back. 'We 
got it done, yea, let's go on to the next part.' 
And then, we were so frustrated because after we 
had re-written that plan at least six times the 
state still has not said it is approved to use. 
(4) (1/07) 
It is interesting to note that one of the district/DOE 
facilitators had a different perspective about what the 
State Board of Education did 
I think whether the SIP goes through or doesn't 
go through is way bigger than any of us. The 
Board of Education has expressed the urgent need 
of accelerating student achievement. From what 
the leaders on the Board and the DOE have said, 
what we have done in the PIM process is really 
the tactical piece; but what is missing is the 
structural piece. The PIM process doesn't get at 
everything the school needs to do to reform 
itself. When they talk about the sense of 
urgency, what are the big picture things we can 
start doing, like bringing in higher education or 
outside agencies to consult with us, or charter 
schools or whatever? I don't know what exactly, 
but the SIP is a good plan. The Commissioner of 
Education brought the plan forward with his 
complete approval. He pleaded, almost, with the 
Board to accept the plan. The Board said, 'No, we 
won't accept this, but we're not really sure what 
it is we want.' (10) (12/05) 
By the end of the study, many staff members were so 
upset they didn't want to hear about PIM or the SIP. People 
were blaming each other, blaming the state, and blaming the 
district. The SIP had to be submitted again, and a few 
individuals at the school unilaterally revised it to meet 
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the needs of the State Board of Education. Once these 
revisions were completed the SIP was approved. The members 
of the PIM team, however, did not perceive this revised 
document to be the one they wrote during the long, arduous 
PIM process. A staff member who worked on the new version 
of the SIP felt differently 
We created a new SIP between March and June 2006, 
and the State Board of Education approved it. We 
have some requests to work on the summary report, 
but it is approved and we are following it. The 
SIP is more comprehensive and deep because we 
have more experience now. This is the third year 
we are doing the SIP, and it's better now because 
we really know what's going on in the school. (2) 
(1/07) 
Most members of the original PIM team felt 
differently. These members told me they felt rejected, 
betrayed and believed that all the work they had done was 
not appreciated. Staff members said they believed what 
happened when the SIP was not approved was a political in¬ 
fight between the Board and the DOE and the school was 
caught in the middle. In their minds, the PIM process and 
the rejection were connected, and they felt betrayed by 
both the Board and the DOE. 
Mountains and Valleys 
The DOE facilitators stressed from the beginning that 
this process would have its mountains and valleys. This 
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certainly proved true for the PIM team in this study. 
Initially, the PIM team was excited, enthusiastic, and 
hopeful but guarded about confidentiality and the safety of 
speaking your mind. The team's enthusiasm was bolstered 
each time they participated in the DOE retreats to learn 
about the PIM process, but without the support back at 
school their enthusiasm gave way to frustration. There were 
times when the team worked together and felt the excitement 
of being part of a team, and there were times when that 
cohesiveness fell apart. One team member said 
The PIM process helped. Sometimes pressure helps 
because you have to do the work. Maybe we are not 
doing 100%, but that pressure keeps us on track. 
In some parts we are ahead, some parts we are 
really doing well, some parts we are struggling. 
It's not just one teacher, or the principal, it's 
the whole school. We have to assimilate it, 
understand it, and follow it. (2)(1/07) 
Another said 
It was a learning experience, I just feel its 
unfortunate that we had to be so pained by the 
whole process on so many levels. Emotions got in 
the way. People were talking about issues that 
really detracted from what we had to do to set 
the goal. It was a really extreme emotional 
experience and it should have been more academic. 
(7)(1/07) 
The district/DOE facilitator, who has worked with the 
PIM process the longest, had this perspective 
The frustration and tears you see at the PIM 
retreats and at the school meetings are what 
cause the breakthroughs. (13) (12/05) 
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A year later she added 
I would say that, for the schools I have worked 
with on the PIM process, from before writing the 
SIP until after, it is a devastating process to 
go through. It is a lot of soul-searching, and 
then getting past the angst, and getting to that 
point where you begin to identify two or three 
things that you really do believe need to be 
corrected and that you believe can be corrected 
in the way you are instructing students and the 
way they're learning, and then moving forward 
with that. And so, you come out the other end of 
this kind of painful process and you have 
something to hold onto and something you can work 
with. The acknowledgment that this is tough work 
is something I'd like to add. You are taking a 
staff that's not performing, and you make them 
work through this. You have to have a few key 
people who recognize that there's a need for 
change and they need to be sustained throughout 
the process. 
Obviously, the rest of the staff needs to 
come to the table at some point, but without 
those key people it makes it extremely difficult 
to even begin the work. There has got to be 
someone who is willing to say, 'You know what, we 
don't spend 90 minutes on English Language Arts, 
and we don't do it with direct instruction 
followed by guided practice, followed by a 
summary. Maybe we should consider doing that and 
see if it makes our students better readers?' 
Until somebody in the group is willing to say 
that I don't think any outside intervention in 
the world can move a school. You have to have 
someone in place who has begun to see some root 
causes, and has enough trust and faith from the 
staff to believe that if they go with him or her 
things will get better. (13) (12/06) 
And another teacher on the team added 
I think the PIM process has been very good in 
helping us identify where and why students are 
failing. As far as giving us the tools, that's 
harder to assess because of the staff turnover. I 
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think what's hurting us now is the instability of 
the administration. For me, the PIM process 
really helped me understand what I can do, but as 
far as getting those ideas down to every teacher, 
we need to work a little harder on that. (5) 
(1/07) 
The guardedness about confidentiality, and the feeling 
it was not safe to participate freely, increased over time. 
Members of the team expressed frustration when they were 
told by DOE facilitators to be open and honest, to 
continually dig deeper for the causes of low student 
achievement, and then were told by the same liaisons to 
shorten what they had to say, be more succinct, and focus 
on some topics to the exclusion of others. They felt that 
they had wasted hours of time and effort when the DOE knew 
what they wanted the SIP to say from the beginning and 
should have just told them up-front. The following is a 
typical comment about this issue: 
They have re-written it twice since they first 
submitted it. There was a change in format too. 
When we were writing the PIM it was in one 
format, and right towards the end they changed it 
into a second format; and after we submitted it 
they rejected it to make a third format. Each 
format lessened the number of words that we could 
use. That totally defeated the purpose as far as 
I was concerned. Why would they want to limit 
what we were saying? (4) (3/06) 
The PIM team lost its collegiality in the end. The 
participants became separate entities who felt they 
personally benefited from the process, but they were no 
longer a unified team working for school improvement. They 
expressed the belief that the PIM process was helpful to 
improve student achievement, but only for those who had 
been trained, and only in their individual classrooms. They 
did not see the process extending to the entire school. 
One participant reported 
I can just speak for myself, but the PIM process 
opened my eyes. I can see things that before I 
couldn't. When we uncovered the causes it opened 
my eyes and I wanted to know the specific 
problems of the students; why some of them don't 
learn, and why some of them are not concentrating 
on what they are doing during the day, and some 
of them have bad attitudes. During the PIM 
process I learned that we have to deal with the 
students in many different ways. We have to 
engage them in different activities, maybe the 
same work they were doing before and didn't 
understand, but different activities, different 
strategies for the same work. The PIM process was 
helpful for the people who were there, who 
participated in it, but I don't think we can pass 
all this knowledge or all these strategies on to 
the other teachers. Even with professional 
development, it's not the same to spend six-hour 
days in the PIM process on retreat. You can't 
pass that on in one day of 50 minutes to the 
teachers. I think the more teachers who could 
participate in the whole process the better it 
would be. (2) (3/06) 
New District Model for Writing School 
Improvement Plans 
The district appeared to realize that, if it was 
asking all teachers to base their instruction on data 
analysis, all teachers needed professional development to 
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learn how to collect, analyze, and use data to drive their 
decision-making. Therefore, this district began training 
all teachers and administrators themselves, using the PIM 
process format, but without the DOE facilitators and 
retreats. The district/DOE liaisons told me 
One of the things that is interesting is that the 
DOE has taken a shift in roles, and the 
documentation they are reguiring from schools is 
different and it might be interesting to see what 
the impact from that may be. I'm curious as to 
why the shift and what impact it may have and 
whether it will be less stressful than what we 
have gone through before. (13) (12/06) 
One PIM team-member added 
It's an interesting hierarchical issue that's 
going on. So now that the SIP expired at the end 
of the school year in June, a new PIM team was 
convened in April. They were trained, both the 
teachers and the Collaborative Professional 
Development Teacher, the new reading collaborator 
and others. They were city-trained, but in the 
same PIM 10-step process. They do it just like 
the state. It's a smart move; they want to be in 
compliance, they didn't want to re-invent the 
wheel, and they knew the state was going to try 
to move everybody towards that. The PIM process 
definitely had an effect on the team's efficacy. 
Even the people who are being trained by the city 
in the same process, the way they speak has 
changed. So, I know that if you live the process, 
and you have the collaboration across the table; 
to be reflective, to take responsibility; to own 
only what you can control directly, curriculum 
and instruction, then there is a change that 
happens in your vocabulary, in your reflection, 
in your voice. If you haven't had that process 
something else happens, and it depends on your 
personality. You either dig in your heels and try 
as hard as you can to please everybody, or you do 
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a little and hope you'll get by with that, or you 
feel put-upon and you rebel. (4) (12/06) 
And the district/DOE liaison told me 
The Department of Education has required district 
intervention plans to be submitted by districts 
that have schools identified as Commonwealth 
Priority Schools based on last year's MCAS 
findings. This is a DOE initiative. Individual 
schools are still expected to implement their 
School Improvement Plans. I think the emphasis is 
on holding districts accountable for their under- 
performing schools. They are trying to be more 
specific and coordinated based on current 
district initiatives. (10) (1/07) 
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CHAPTER 7 
CONCLUSIONS 
When you possess a strong sense of efficacy for a 
task, you believe you have the capability to accomplish 
that task successfully (Bandura, 1997). When you have an 
internal locus of control you tend to believe that your 
personal effort, skill and ability, not forces outside your 
control, will determine your success or failure at that 
task (Rotter, 1966). Support and encouragement, with 
specific feedback to help you improve your performance 
should help to strengthen and/or maintain your sense of 
efficacy and increase your internal locus of control. This 
study attempts to determine whether the PIM process for 
writing, implementing and monitoring a school improvement 
plan provide that support? 
In the first section of this chapter, I return to the 
matrix from Table 1. First, I examine ways in which the 
PIM process affected teachers' sense of efficacy. Then, I 
discuss the ways in which participating in the PIM process 
affected teachers' locus of control. The chapter concludes 
with a discussion concerning how the results of this study 
have informed my work as an educational administrator. The 
results of the study are mixed. In the final analysis, 
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however, I have learned a great deal about how to 
facilitate school improvement, support teachers, and 
increase student achievement. 
The first two columns in the following table represent 
the factors in the PIM process research indicates may 
affect efficacy. The third column in the table represents 
the results from this study. I will discuss the results in 
the following section of this chapter. 
Effects on Efficacy 
Objective Data Analysis 
When study participants attended the Department of 
Education (DOE) retreats at the beginning of the study, 
they began to believe that they were not being personally 
blamed for low student achievement. The DOE facilitators 
told the teachers that the focus should be on curriculum, 
instruction and assessment, and that there was no need for 
blame. The only task before them was writing a school 
improvement plan to address the needs at the school. 
As teachers became proficient at data analysis this 
perception was reinforced. They began to realize that 
curriculum, instruction and assessment at the school did 
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Table 17. Effects on Efficacy 
PIM Factors Possible Effect on 
Efficacy/Bandura 
(1997) 
Observed Effect on 
Efficacy 
Objective data 
analysis 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by removing 
the stigma of blame 
Teachers reported 
their efficacy was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
when they believed 
they were no longer 
being blamed for low 
student achievement, 
however, by the end of 
the study, teachers' 
efficacy was weakened 
when they felt they 
were being blamed for 
failing at the school 
improvement process. 
Learning how to use 
data for decision 
making 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by analyzing 
data to teach students 
more effectively 
Teachers reported 
using data to inform 
their decision making 
helped them to teach 
their students 
successfully, thereby 
strengthening their 
self-efficacy. 
PIM as a form of 
action research 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by empowering 
teachers to identify 
and solve the root 
causes of low student 
achievement 
Teachers reported that 
although PIM 
strengthened their 
personal and general 
teaching efficacy when 
they found solutions 
to overcome student¬ 
learning difficulties, 
it weakened their 
general efficacy when 
implementation, 
monitoring and follow- 
through of the school 
improvement plan were 
inadequate. Their 
personal efficacy for 
teaching students in 
their own classroom, 
however, remained 
moderate to strong. 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 17, cont'd.: 
Organizational support Might strengthen 
efficacy by providing 
the resources and 
guidance needed to 
develop, implement and 
monitor the school 
improvement plan 
Teachers' personal and 
general efficacy was 
strengthened by the 
support they received 
at the DOE retreats. 
Teachers' general 
efficacy was weakened, 
however, due to 
problems with school, 
district and state 
support as the PIM 
process progressed 
over two years. 
Modeling how to 
facilitate meetings to 
evaluate student needs 
and design 
interventions to meet 
those needs 
Might strengthen 
efficacy when 
facilitators similar 
to participants model 
a behavior and 
teachers believe they 
can accomplish that 
behavior as well 
Teachers reported 
their personal and 
general efficacy was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the PIM 
process when DOE 
facilitators at the 
retreats modeled how 
to facilitate meetings 
to determine student 
needs and find 
solutions for those 
needs. They also 
reported, however, 
that their general 
efficacy was weakened 
when meetings back at 
their school did not 
run smoothly and were 
not productive. 
Positive feedback and 
specific praise as 
participants go 
through the process 
Might strengthen 
efficacy by what 
Bandura calls verbal 
persuasion when 
significant role 
models verify 
teachers' empowerment 
and expertise 
The positive feedback 
and specific praise of 
DOE facilitators at 
the PIM retreats 
strengthened both 
personal and general 
efficacy for the 
teachers. When the 
teachers were back at 
the school, however, 
they received mixed 
messages about their 
performance and the 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 17, cont'd.: 
quality of the school 
improvement plan. 
These mixed messages 
lowered general 
teaching efficacy. 
Teachers as agents of 
change in their 
schools 
Might strengthen 
teacher efficacy when 
participants learn how 
to make changes needed 
to increase student 
achievement 
Teachers' efficacy was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
when they believed 
they were being 
trained to become 
change agents for this 
school; by the end of 
the study, however, 
teachers' sense of 
efficacy was weakened 
due to the many 
variables that 
interfered with their 
school improvement 
plan. 
Continuous school 
improvement as the 
normative culture at 
the school 
Might strengthen 
efficacy when teachers 
work together, not to 
"fix" the school, but 
for on-going school 
improvement 
Teachers' sense of 
efficacy was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
as participants worked 
to write a school 
improvement plan (SIP) 
they believed would 
continue to grow and 
change over the years 
as student' needs 
changed; however, by 
the end of the study 
teachers' sense of 
efficacy was weakened 
as the goal for 
administration in the 
school and district 
became to have the SIP 
approved by the State 
Board of Education. 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 17, cont'd.: 
A culture of 
collaboration and 
collegiality 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
become a team for 
continuous school 
improvement 
Teachers' sense of 
efficacy was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
by working 
collaboratively with 
team members, and by 
the collegiality they 
experienced working 
with the entire staff 
on school improvement; 
however, by the end of 
the study, the 
collegiality and 
collaboration had 
broken down and 
teacher efficacy was 
weakened. 
A collective belief in 
the possibility of 
school improvement 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
share the curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment which has 
proven effective at 
their school 
At the beginning of 
the study, teachers' 
efficacy was 
strengthened by the 
collective belief of 
PIM team members that 
this process would 
result in increased 
student achievement; 
however, by the end of 
the study their 
efficacy was weakened 
when the PIM team and 
most teachers at the 
school perceived the 
process as flawed and 
their hopes for 
overall school 
improvement 
diminished. 
PIM goals clear but 
flexible 
Might strengthen 
efficacy as teachers 
believe the goals of 
PIM are individualized 
for their school's 
needs 
Teachers' sense of 
efficacy was 
strengthened when they 
perceived the PIM 
process as a way to 
write a school 
improvement plan (SIP) 
individualized for 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 17,cont'd.: 
their school; however, 
by the end of the 
study their efficacy 
was weakened as they 
perceived the process 
as inflexible and 
designed to meet the 
requirements of the 
State Board of 
Education. 
Professional 
competence judged 
Might weaken efficacy 
if teachers believe 
their professional 
competence, and the 
competence of their 
school, is judged 
unfairly; might 
strengthen efficacy if 
teachers believe the 
judgment is fair and 
will be followed by 
support and guidance 
There were mixed 
reactions in this 
category. The Panel 
Review Report, the 
Fact Finding Report, 
and the Commissioner's 
determination the 
school was under- 
performing weakened 
some teachers' 
efficacy because they 
thought it was unfair; 
however, other 
teachers' efficacy was 
strengthened, as they 
saw the need for 
increasing student 
achievement and 
believed this 
determination would 
lead to school 
improvement. 
Focus on factors 
within the school's 
control 
Might strengthen 
efficacy if teachers 
believe the factors 
that matter for 
student achievement 
are curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment; might 
weaken efficacy if 
teachers believe the 
factors that matter 
for student 
achievement are 
variables such as 
ability, family 
support, poverty 
and/or a student 
language other than 
English 
There were mixed 
results in this 
category. Some 
teachers' efficacy was 
strengthened as they 
perceived that 
focusing on 
curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment would 
empower them to raise 
student achievement; 
however, other 
teachers' efficacy was 
weakened when they 
believed that forces 
outside of curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment were 
responsible for low 
student achievement. 
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need improving, and objective data analysis would provide 
them with the means to accomplish the task. All members of 
the PIM team agreed that data analysis made them better 
teachers or administrators, and would eventually improve 
student achievement. These beliefs strengthened self- 
efficacy . 
By the end of the study, however, teachers and 
administrators began to feel like they had failed and would 
be blamed for the lack of progress at their school. They 
told me the many revisions of the school improvement plan 
(SIP), the rejection of their plan by the State Board of 
Education, and being left out of the final writing of the 
SIP caused them to feel they had failed at the task of 
school improvement. One team member said when she heard on 
the television the SIP had been rejected, even the news 
reporter made it sound like it was their fault. This 
undoubtedly weakened their self-efficacy for writing a 
successful SIP. 
Learning How to Use Data for Decision Making 
Every teacher on the PIM team believed that using data 
to inform decision making increased their ability to 
successfully teach children in their classroom, 
strengthening their self-efficacy for teaching. Every 
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administrator on the PIM team told me that using data to 
inform decision making strengthened their ability to 
support teachers to improve student achievement, 
strengthening their self-efficacy for helping teachers. 
These perceptions did not change, even when members were 
faced with difficulties throughout the study. 
PIM as a Form of Action Research 
Finding the root causes of low student achievement 
strengthened teacher efficacy for school improvement, 
however, the number of identified reasons became 
overwhelming. Participants told me they wished the DOE 
facilitators had given them more guidance at this stage. 
The members of the PIM team identified over eighty causes 
for low student achievement; however, by the end of the 
study the DOE required the team to eliminate all but a few. 
The need to prioritize and focus on manageable goals made 
sense to the team, but they felt they had wasted a great 
deal of time, and spent many hours agonizing over material 
that was never used. This perception that the DOE should 
have been clear about what was expected lowered 
participants' self-efficacy for the task when they were 
required to continually revise what they had written. 
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Participants' efficacy was weakened further when the 
State Board of Education rejected the school improvement 
plan (SIP), and there were obstacles to monitoring, 
implementation and follow-through of the SIP at the school 
and district level. 
Organizational Support 
The support from DOE facilitators at the retreats was 
initially a catalyst, strengthening participants' efficacy 
for writing a SIP. Members of the team began to believe 
they would truly be able to increase student achievement. 
When the team was working back at the school, however, they 
felt they did not have the support and guidance they needed 
to be successful and productive. The team spent many hours 
working on the SIP at the school; however, they were often 
unsure of what they were supposed to be doing, or could not 
come to consensus around important issues. The team 
unanimously believed that if they had had the support of 
the district/DOE facilitators during the school work 
sessions they would have been more productive and 
successful. This perceived lack of support weakened PIM 
team members' self-efficacy for writing the SIP. 
The team also felt that support from the district was 
lacking. The district changed the boundaries for the school 
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after the SIP was written. This act meant that two-thirds 
of the students who would be entering the school in the 
fall were different from the students for whom the SIP had 
been written. The data used to identify root causes and 
write student learning objectives for the SIP had been 
primarily based on different children. 
The district added to the problems at the school by 
hiring PIM team members to work in other schools in the 
district. This lack of stability and consistency hurt self- 
efficacy for school improvement throughout the school. 
Lack of state support was also an obstacle for the 
staff at this school. Monitors from the DOE were supposed 
to visit the school, observe in classrooms, and give 
feedback to the staff. By the end of this study, however, 
monitors had only visited the school once. The monitors met 
with the administration while they were at the school, but 
did not visit teachers' classrooms or meet with faculty 
members. Teachers had been expecting the monitors in their 
classrooms, and were eager for feedback on how they were 
doing. Self-efficacy for school improvement was lowered 
throughout the school when teachers did not received visits 
or feedback from the DOE monitors. 
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Modeling How to Facilitate Meetings to Evaluate Student 
Needs and Design Interventions to Meet Those Needs 
At the beginning of the PIM process, team members were 
encouraged as they worked with DOE facilitators and modeled 
team meetings at the school with the rest of the staff. 
Several members of the team told me how proud they were to 
be able to bring the staff together and explain how the SIP 
would be written using data from the students at their 
school. This feeling of accomplishment and pride 
strengthened their self-efficacy for the task of school 
improvement. 
As time went on, however, meetings at the school were 
not as productive as the team had anticipated. When team 
members tried to include members of the staff in their 
decision making, non-team members were resistant to 
becoming involved in the process. Members of the team often 
had difficulty coming to consensus while working on the 
SIP. Team members began to question their ability complete 
the task successfully, lowering their sense of efficacy. 
Positive Feedback and Specific Praise as 
Participants Go Through the Process 
The positive feedback and specific praise of the DOE 
facilitators at the PIM retreats strengthened both personal 
and general efficacy for the members of the PIM team. DOE 
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facilitators were very clear about the process, and modeled 
each activity before working with members to guide them 
through each step. At the retreats, team members reported 
feeling they understood the task and would be able to 
complete the steps when they returned to the school. 
Once back at the school, however, the team received 
mixed messages from administration as they struggled to 
complete the stages of the PIM process without DOE/district 
facilitators' guidance. Members were told by the principal 
they were doing a great job at some sessions; however, at 
other times they were told they were going in the wrong 
direction and that the district and state would be unhappy 
with their work. These mixed messages, and lack of 
specific direction, lowered their efficacy for the task. 
Teachers as Agents of Change in Their Schools 
At the beginning of the study, members of the PIM team 
told me they believed that learning to analyze data, 
determine student needs, and make decisions based on data 
analysis would empower them to become agents of change in 
their school. This belief raised their self-efficacy for 
the task of writing a SIP. 
By the end of the study, these same team members told 
me they still felt empowered by the PIM process to become 
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agents of change in their classrooms; however, they no 
longer believed they would be change agents for the whole 
school. Members believed that the lack of stability at 
their school, the number of students with special needs and 
second language challenges, and the lack of support from 
the district and the state would prevent whole school 
improvement. Members' personal self-efficacy remained 
moderate to high; however, the many obstacles team members 
encountered weakened general self-efficacy for whole school 
improvement. 
Continuous School Improvement as the 
Normative Culture at the School 
Members of the PIM team began the PIM process 
believing continual school improvement would become the 
normative culture at their school. They believed that by 
participating in the PIM process, they were becoming 
leaders who would help transform the school into a vibrant 
learning community. This belief strengthened their self- 
efficacy for working together to write a meaningful SIP. 
By the end of the study, however, members of the PIM 
team viewed the PIM process as merely a means for the DOE 
to facilitate their own agenda. Team members told me they 
believed the state knew what it wanted the SIP to say from 
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the beginning, and that all the work they did was for 
naught. Participants told me they valued the training they 
had in data analysis and that it would improve their work 
in the classroom, strengthening their personal efficacy for 
teaching. Their general sense of efficacy for school 
improvement, however, was weakened by the focus on pleasing 
the State Board of Education to get the SIP approved. At 
the end of the study, team members did not perceive a 
change in the school culture. This perception lowered 
their efficacy for school improvement. 
;> 
A Culture of Collaboration and Collegiality 
m 
PIM team members reported exhilaration at the 
beginning of the study as they worked together on the steps 
^ »i 
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of the PIM process. Each new step opened up possibilities 
for improving student achievement at the school. Working 
together with their peers to increase levels of student 
proficiency strengthened members' self-efficacy for school 
improvement. 
As the study progressed, members began to have 
difficulty coming to consensus around important issues. 
The Responsive Classroom Approach (RC) to academics and 
discipline was one such issue. The members of the PIM 
team, and most of the staff at the school, believed in the 
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RC approach; however the principal did not agree. This 
became a divisive issue as time went on, and weakened team 
members' efficacy for writing a successful SIP. 
Another divisive issue developed around professional 
development for faculty in how to teach English Language 
Learners (ELL) effectively. Several team members told me 
that until this issue was addressed, many children would 
not be able to learn proficiently at the school. 
As these, and other issues became obstacles to 
collaboration and collegiality, training in team building 
or support from outside facilitators might have helped the 
team to come to consensus. Without that support, however, 
members' efficacy for writing a SIP was weakened. 
A Collective Belief in the Possibility 
of School Improvement 
Members of the PIM team agreed that when they were 
working with the DOE facilitators during the retreats, they 
completely believed in the possibility of whole school 
improvement. They believed the PIM process would provide 
them with the training to make it happen. This belief 
strengthened their efficacy for school improvement. 
Unfortunately, there were so many obstacles to school 
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improvement that it was difficult to maintain that 
optimism. 
Members found it difficult to work together, and at 
times perceived the principal's top-down leadership style 
as inhibiting their participation. The district made 
decisions that changed the student population after the SIP 
was written, and contributed to the instability of the 
school by moving staff to other district facilities. New 
students were added to the school population every day; 
many needed special education or second language support. 
Resources and personnel were not always available to help 
teachers and students with these challenges. Just as school 
began in the fall, the principal left for three months on a 
medical leave and interim principals made unilateral 
decisions at the school without consulting the SIP. Despite 
all these challenges, and many more, personal teacher 
efficacy for PIM team members remained moderate to high. 
General teacher efficacy for whole school improvement, 
however, was weakened. 
PIM Goals Clear but Flexible 
At the beginning of the PIM process, a factor that 
strengthened team member efficacy for writing a SIP was 
that members believed the PIM would allow them to tailor 
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interventions to meet the particular needs of their 
students. As the process progressed, however, members began 
to perceive the requirements as rigid and designed to meet 
the needs of the DOE and the State Board of Education 
rather than the needs of their students. 
Members expressed frustration when the students who 
they would be teaching in the fall would not be the 
students whose data had driven their decisions about the 
SIP. One member asked me how they were supposed to change 
the SIP to address the needs of the actual students who 
would be entering the school in the fall. His perception of 
the PIM process was that it was rigid and hierarchical, and 
as time went on the object was to complete the next step in 
the process to the DOE's satisfaction. He felt there was 
no procedure built in to go back, reevaluate and change the 
SIP when needed. These perceptions of rigidity and 
inability to change the SIP to meet the needs of the school 
contributed to a weakened sense of efficacy for school 
improvement. 
Professional Competence Judged 
There were mixed reactions in this category. Members 
of the PIM team believed the school had been in desperate 
need of improvement for a long time, and that state 
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intervention was what was needed, to move the process along. 
Other participants in the study believed the state did not 
understand the entire picture. They believed they had done 
wonderful things at their school that were not appreciated. 
Some participants in the study believed the state did not 
realize that the student population, community and 
variables outside of school prevented students from overall 
proficiency at their school. These differing perceptions 
would result in differing effects on efficacy. Those who 
saw the designation of under-performing as fair and an 
opportunity for improvement experienced strengthened 
efficacy for school improvement because they would be given 
the training to improve their school. Those who saw the 
designation as unfair experienced a weakened sense of 
efficacy for school improvement because they felt they were 
being held to a standard that could not be achieved given 
the current circumstances. Participants who held this 
belief told me the state should come to the school, not to 
visit, but to teach for a month so that they could see what 
teachers were up against every day. 
Focus on Factors within the School's Control 
After the first several retreats with the DOE 
facilitators, members expressed a sense of relief that 
there were factors within their control that would improve 
student achievement. They told me that knowing the focus 
of the SIP would be on curriculum, instruction and 
assessment eliminated the overwhelming feeling that the 
situation was too massive to change. This concept of 
focusing on factors within their control greatly 
strengthened members' sense of efficacy for school 
improvement. 
Other participants in this study told me that, unless 
factors such as poverty, family support, and students' 
ability and willingness to cooperate were addressed, there 
would be no possibility of school improvement. When DOE 
facilitators stressed again and again that the team must 
focus on curriculum, instruction and assessment, these 
participants' efficacy for school improvement was weakened. 
The first two columns in the following table represent 
the factors in the PIM process research indicates may 
affect locus of control. The third column represents the 
results from this study. I will discuss the results in the 
next section of this chapter. 
214 
Table 18. Effects on Locus of Control 
PIM Factors Possible Effect on 
Locus of 
Control/Rotter (1966) 
Observed Effect on 
Locus of Control 
Objective data 
analysis 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
determine student 
needs 
Teachers reported 
learning to analyze 
data helped them to 
identify student 
needs, thereby 
increasing their 
internal locus of 
control. 
Learning how to use 
data for decision 
making 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
participate in 
determining a course 
of action 
Teachers reported 
using data to inform 
their decision making 
increased their 
internal locus of 
control because they 
were empowered to make 
effective decisions in 
their classrooms. 
PIM as a form of 
action research 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
are the ones who 
identify and solve 
problems 
Teachers internal 
locus of control was 
increased when they 
were empowered to find 
solutions to overcome 
student-learning 
difficulties, however, 
when school, district 
and state variables 
began to interfere 
with the 
implementation, 
monitoring and follow- 
through of the school 
improvement plan their 
perception of an 
external locus of 
control was 
strengthened. 
Organizational support Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control by empowering 
teachers to develop, 
implement and monitor 
the school improvement 
plan 
Teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened by the 
support received at 
the PIM retreats, 
however, as the PIM 
process continued 
Continued, next page. 
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teachers' external 
locus of control was 
strengthened due to 
decisions made without 
teacher input by the 
school, district and 
state. 
Modeling how to 
facilitate meetings to 
evaluate student needs 
and design 
interventions to meet 
those needs 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as 
participants believe 
they can facilitate 
meetings that will 
result in improved 
student achievement 
Teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened at the 
DOE retreats by the 
modeling of effective 
student-centered 
meetings; however, 
their external locus 
of control was 
strengthened when they 
were not in control of 
how meetings were 
conducted back at the 
school and district. 
Positive feedback and 
specific praise as 
participants go 
through the process 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as significant 
role models verify 
teachers' empowerment 
and expertise 
The positive feedback 
and praise of DOE 
facilitators at the 
PIM retreats 
strengthened teachers' 
internal locus of 
control, however, when 
they returned to the 
school, forces outside 
their control appeared 
to be creating 
obstacles to the 
success of their 
school improvement 
plan. These outside 
influences 
strengthened the 
teachers' external 
locus of control. 
Teachers as agents of 
change in their 
schools 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
are empowered to make 
changes needed to 
increase student 
achievement 
Teachers' locus of 
control was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
when participants were 
trained to become 
change agents for this 
school; by the end of 
the study, however, 
teachers' external 
Continued, next page. 
216 
Table 18, cont'd.: 
locus of control was 
strengthened as forces 
outside their control 
interfered with their 
school improvement 
plan. 
Continuous school 
improvement as the 
normative culture at 
the'school 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control when teachers 
believe school 
improvement is an 
ongoing process led by 
teachers at their 
school 
Teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
when teachers believed 
they would be writing 
a school improvement 
plan (SIP) that would 
continually grow and 
change to improve 
student achievement at 
their school; however, 
by the end of the 
study teachers' 
external locus of 
control was 
strengthened as forces 
outside their control 
contributed to the 
rejection of the SIP 
and the goal became to 
satisfy the State 
Board of Education and 
gain approval of the 
SIP. 
A culture of 
collaboration and 
collegiality 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
work together to 
improve student 
achievement 
Teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened at the 
beginning of the study 
as they worked with 
other teachers and 
administrators to 
solve the problems of 
low student 
achievement at their 
school; however, by 
the end of the study, 
teachers' external 
locus of control was 
strengthened as the 
collaboration and 
Continued, next page. 
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collegiality 
disintegrated and 
forces outside their 
control dictated the 
final school 
improvement plan. 
A collective belief in 
the possibility of 
school improvement 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
share what they have 
done, individually and 
as a team, to improve 
student achievement. 
At the beginning of 
the study, teachers' 
internal locus of 
control was 
strengthened when they 
believed participating 
in the PIM process 
would give them the 
tools they needed to 
facilitate whole 
school improvement. By 
the end of the study, 
the PIM team members 
and most teachers at 
the school perceived 
an external locus of 
control as outside 
forces presented 
obstacles to accepting 
the SIP and roadblocks 
to its effective 
implementation. 
PIM goals clear but 
flexible 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control as teachers 
are empowered to 
determine the goals 
for the school 
improvement plan 
Teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened when they 
believed they were in 
control of what would 
be included in the SIP 
and how it would be 
written; however, by 
the end of the study 
their external locus 
of control was 
strengthened by 
outside forces who 
required them to 
rewrite and revise 
their SIP to meet 
State Board of 
Education 
requirements . 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 18, cont'd.: 
Professional 
competence judged 
Might strengthen 
external locus of 
control if teachers 
believe outside forces 
have the power to 
judge their 
professional 
competence 
The Panel Review 
Report, the Fact 
Finding Report and the 
Commissioner's 
determination that the 
school was under- 
performing weakened 
teachers' internal 
locus of control. 
Focus on factors 
within the school's 
control 
Might strengthen 
internal locus of 
control if teachers 
believe they control 
the factors that 
affect student 
achievement; might 
strengthen external 
locus of control if 
teachers believe they 
do not control the 
factors that affect 
student achievement 
There were mixed 
results in this 
category. Some 
teachers' internal 
locus of control was 
strengthened as they 
perceived that 
focusing on variables 
within their control 
would improve student 
achievement; however, 
other teachers' 
external locus of 
control prevented them 
from believing they 
would be able to 
control school 
improvement if they 
were not able to 
address variables 
other than curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment. 
Effects on Locus of Control 
Objective Data Analysis 
Members of the PIM team reported learning to analyze 
data helped them to teach their students more effectively 
based on individual student needs. One teacher told me she 
has a chart on the wall with individual student data from 
assessments she conducts during her reading groups. She 
told me she moves students frequently now, based on their 
progress on the assessments. Students are placed in 
appropriate reading groups based on this information, and 
are able to move up in groups based on their individual 
progress. No one is held back due to lack of accurate 
information. The belief that data analysis would improve 
student achievement strengthened teachers' internal locus 
of control. 
Learning How to Use Data for Decision Making 
Members of the PIM team reported using data to make 
decisions in their classrooms increased their internal 
locus of control. Teachers told me they felt empowered by 
analyzing student data, and believed they would be able to 
make curriculum, instructional, and assessment decisions 
that would improve student achievement. 
PIM as a Form of Action Research 
Team members told me that they felt empowered by the 
PIM training that taught them how to identify student needs 
and develop interventions to meet those needs. This 
empowerment strengthened their internal locus of control. 
These same team members also told me that, when the 
school, district and state began to interfere with the 
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writing, implementation and monitoring of their school 
improvement plan (SIP), their perception changed. Members 
began to believe that although the PIM training would help 
them as individual teachers, there were too many variables 
outside their control for teachers to design and implement 
whole school improvement plans. This perception strengthens 
an external locus of control. 
Organizational Support 
Team members told me that the support they received 
from DOE facilitators at the retreats was very empowering. 
Members believed the training would enable them to 
significantly improve student achievement at their school. 
Members' internal locus of control was strengthened by this 
empowerment. Over time, the administration at the school, 
district and state began to make decisions about the SIP 
without the input of team members. When this happened, 
members' external locus of control was strengthened. 
Modeling How to Facilitate Meetings to 
Evaluate Student Needs and Design Interventions 
to Meet those Needs 
At the PIM retreats, the DOE facilitators modeled how 
to conduct effective meetings to analyze student data and 
design interventions to meet student needs. Members of the 
PIM team said they believed they would be able to go back 
to the school and facilitate meetings to continue the 
process of school improvement. This belief strengthened 
their internal locus of control. Once team members were 
back at the school, however, lack of support from school 
and district facilitators made it difficult come to 
consensus about the content of the SIP. The principal at 
the school exerted more control over the meetings as time 
went by, and teachers' external locus of control was 
strengthened. 
Positive Feedback and Specific Praise as 
Participants go Through the Process 
PIM team members experienced a strengthening of their 
internal locus of control when DOE facilitators at the 
retreats gave them specific feedback and praise. 
Facilitators provided guidance at each step of the process, 
and gave team members specific feedback about how to write 
objectives to improve student achievement. When the team 
members were working on writing the SIP at their school, 
however, they received mixed messages from school and 
district administration. The PIM team was asked to revise 
and rewrite what they had written many times. Most district 
directors were not at the retreats or the school work 
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sessions, but frequently asked for revisions after parts of 
the SIP had been written. DOE/district facilitators were 
not usually at the school work sessions, but asked for 
revisions after reading the work the team had done. These 
requests from personnel who were not part of the PIM team 
strengthened the teams' perception of an external locus of 
control. 
Teachers as Agents of Change in Their Schools 
At the beginning of the PIM process, members of the 
PIM team were excited at the promise of becoming change 
agents. They volunteered for the PIM team because they 
believed they could make a difference for the children at 
their school. During the first several retreats, this 
belief was validated as DOE facilitators explained how data 
analysis and continuous school improvement would result in 
all students learning at a proficient level or above. This 
validation strengthened team members' internal locus of 
control. By the end of the study, the obstacles team 
members had experienced strengthened their external locus 
of control. The team had been required to change the 
wording of their SIP many times by school, district and 
state administrators, the DOE had required the team to 
change the format of the SIP several times, and the State 
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Board of Education rejected the SIP without even reading 
it. 
Continuous School Improvement as the 
Normative Culture at the School 
Teachers' internal locus of control was strengthened 
at the beginning of the study when team members believed 
they would be writing a SIP that would continually grow and 
change to improve student achievement at their school. They 
envisioned different members of their school community 
working on school improvement each year, continually 
improving student performance. This perception changed over 
the course of the study as team members came to believe the 
SIP that was finally accepted by the State Board of 
Education bore no resemblance to the one they had worked so 
hard to write. Their external locus of control was 
strengthened by their perception that the SIP was written 
to meet the requirements of the state, rather than the 
needs of their school. 
A Culture of Collaboration and Collegiality 
PIM team members reported they enjoyed the 
collaboration and collegiality they experienced at the DOE 
retreats. The felt they were a part of a process that 
would improve student achievement. They believed they were 
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a team of individuals who would work collaboratively to 
improve their school. They believed they would involve the 
other members of the staff to continue the process over the 
years. These beliefs strengthened their internal locus of 
control. As forces outside their control began to interfere 
with the way the SIP was written, implemented and 
monitored, however, team members' external locus of control 
was strengthened. By the end of this study, team members 
reported that the PIM training had given them the tools to 
exert control over student learning in their classrooms, 
but they did not believe it gave them the ability to write 
a school improvement plan that would be facilitate whole 
school improvement. 
A Collective Belief in the Possibility of 
School Improvement 
All PIM team members told me that at the beginning of 
the PIM process they wholeheartedly believed in the 
possibility of whole school improvement. They believed 
that the PIM process would provide team members with the 
training they needed to facilitate that improvement, and 
that they would be able to pass that training along to 
other members of the faculty. This belief strengthened 
their internal locus of control. By the end of the study. 
however, most participants indicated that they would 
continue to work to improve student achievement in their 
classrooms, but were not as confident that the SIP accepted 
by the State Board of Education would increase student 
achievement throughout the school. The principal and one 
other member of the team disagreed, and did believe the 
school was on its way to whole school improvement. 
PIM Goals Clear but Flexible 
Members' internal locus of control was strengthened 
when they believed they would be writing a SIP that would 
change and be modified as needed to meet the needs of the 
students at their school. When the school, district and 
state administration required the team to rewrite the SIP 
to meet their requirements, the team members' external 
locus of control was strengthened. At the end of the study 
the team no longer believed that the SIP the State Board of 
Education accepted was the one they had written, and they 
did not believe it would be effective for whole school 
improvement. The new SIP did not include ways to adapt the 
content to meet the needs of over 200 new students, it did 
not address the issue of professional development for 
teachers of students for whom English is a second language, 
and it did not address the issue of using Responsive 
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Classroom at the school. All of, these factors strengthened 
participants' perception of an external locus of control. 
Professional Competence Judged 
When people believe others are judging their 
professional competence, their external locus of control is 
strengthened. In the case of the participants of this 
study, some believed the judgment to be fair, and an 
opportunity for support and resources to improve their 
school. Others perceived the judgment to be unfair, and 
resented the implication that they could improve the school 
without addressing the variables of students, parents and 
the community. In either case, the perception was an 
external locus of control over the outcome of being labeled 
an under-performing school. 
Focus on Factors within the School's Control 
PIM team members reported that their internal locus of 
control was strengthened when the DOE facilitators told 
them they could facilitate whole school improvement by 
focusing on factors within their control. These three 
factors were identified as curriculum, instruction and 
assessment. Other participants in this study found their 
external locus of control strengthened by this focus 
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because they did not believe there would be whole school 
improvement unless factors outside their control were 
addressed. These factors included, among others, lack of 
family support and students' unwillingness to cooperate 
with teachers. 
How Did This Study Inform My Work as a Principal? 
Previous research studies have indicated that a strong 
sense of efficacy for a task, and an internal locus of 
control will contribute to success at that task. Previous 
research on teacher efficacy and locus of control has 
indicated that teachers with a strong sense of efficacy for 
teaching, and an internal locus of control may improve 
student achievement. I began this study asking how a 
principal can help teachers to maintain or strengthen 
efficacy for teaching all students. The results of this 
study are mixed; however, I learned a great deal to answer 
my original question. 
I believe the most important intervention is a simple 
one: listen to teachers. A principal must earn the trust 
and respect of teachers so that they are able to work 
together, collaboratively, to improve student achievement. 
The days of top-down management are over. When teachers 
feel they are not receiving the respect they deserve, they 
228 
close their doors and continue doing what they believe is 
best for their students. If administrators demonstrate to 
teachers that support will be provided, and that teachers 
can rely on the promises administrators make to them, 
teachers will want to tackle the problem of low student 
achievement. Teachers entered this profession to teach 
students successfully, it is the job of administrators to 
help teachers reach that goal. 
Another important finding from this study is that most 
educators benefit from learning to analyze student data and 
use that data for decision making. One critical factor is 
that administrators must allow enough time to complete this 
process. Teachers working together with their peers and 
administrators will be able to objectively identify student 
needs. Once those needs are identified, it is essential 
that teachers' findings be validated and incorporated into 
a school improvement plan (SIP). There must be resources in 
place to accomplish the objectives of the SIP, and there 
must be continuous monitoring to ensure implementation of 
the plan as it was designed. The SIP should not be written 
to satisfy policy mandates, but to address the needs of the 
school and its students. If teachers and administrators 
have the appropriate training and are given sufficient 
time, the results should increase student achievement. 
During this study, it seemed that everything that 
could go wrong, did go wrong. There was instability among 
the staff at the school, including four principals in five 
years. The current principal needed to take a medical 
leave of absence at the beginning of the school year. The 
State Board of Education did not accept the SIP that was 
written by the team. The DOE made changes to the format of 
the SIP throughout the process. The district and the DOE 
required countless revisions during the process. The 
school was redistricted and two-thirds of the students were 
new to the school. The SIP had been based on data 
collected from other students! Through all this, the 
teachers in this study maintained a moderate to high 
efficacy for teaching their students. 
This finding indicates that teachers are resilient 
when it comes to their students and their classrooms. The 
danger is that if we want teachers to become leaders and 
change agents in their schools, they need to feel safe to 
move beyond their classrooms. We need to give teachers the 
means to become part of a professional learning community. 
This will only happen when teachers believe they are 
listened to and their opinions and hard work are valued. 
What does an administrator do when teachers decide 
that low student achievement should be attributed to 
230 
variables outside the school's control? Administrators 
must provide teachers with the research that demonstrates 
student success at schools just like theirs. Then, 
administrators must work with teachers, using data from 
their students, to find the answers for their school. When 
teachers have objective data they trust, design 
interventions they believe in, and those interventions are 
implemented and monitored properly, success will follow. 
I I 
People who have worked with the PIM process over the years 
- ii 
• • . . 11 indicate there is usually an increase in student 
achievement following the process. The PIM process has a 
lot of the right things but, during this study, the system 
failed the process. 
Another important finding of this study is that 
quantitative data on teacher efficacy must be coupled with 
qualitative data to produce meaningful results. 
Administrators must get to know their teachers, because 
interventions to strengthen efficacy and locus of control 
must be individualized based on teacher needs. A teacher 
who believes he can not teach his students because he does 
not have the expertise would require significantly 
different support from administration than a teacher who 
does not believe the students in her class can learn 
regardless of who is teaching them. 
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It is important that all teachers in a school be 
trained in how to use data to make decisions. The school 
must become a collaborative, vibrant learning community. 
Even reluctant teachers will find they are energized by 
this new culture of collaboration, collegiality and 
verifiable improvement in student achievement. The job of 
administration is to find the time and the resources to 
provide this training. Once the staff has the training, 
administration must also find time for staff to continually 
monitor student data and revise the SIP. This is a 
daunting task in this age of mandates and accountability. 
There is not enough time in the day to get everything done. 
Policy makers must realize the constraints school personnel 
are under and develop ways to help elevate some of the 
obstacles to school reform. It is all well and good to 
mandate processes that there is no time to fulfill, but 
ineffective implementation of school reform policies will 
not improve student achievement. 
The PIM process was able to give the participants of 
this study tools to help them address many of the school's 
problems. Teachers on the team told me that learning to use 
data for decision making made them more effective teachers 
in their classrooms. The principal told me that learning 
to use data to make decisions made her a more effective 
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administrator. The problem is that factors outside their 
control, at the school, district and state level, 
undermined their ability to be a catalyst for whole school 
improvement. 
All stakeholders in this process of school improvement 
must be faithful in their follow-through. Teachers must be 
able to believe promises will be fulfilled. When the 
teachers in this study volunteered for the PIM process they 
promised to spend countless hours learning how to write a 
SIP to improve student achievement at their school. By the 
end of this study, these same teachers believed their hard 
work had not been appreciated, their SIP had been rejected, 
and they had been treated with disrespect. They did not 
give up on their promise to improve student achievement, 
however. They took the training in how to analyze data to 
inform their instructional decisions, and proceeded to use 
that knowledge in their classrooms to the benefit of their 
students. Unfortunately, due to other factors at the 
school, district and state level, these teachers did not 
believe their PIM training would result in whole school 
improvement. 
This is a critical time for the educational system in 
our country. Education has always been the way out of 
poverty for millions of our citizens, and the way to great 
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advances in our collective society, but the educational 
system is failing too many of our children today. We, as 
educators must change the status quo. We must empower 
teachers and administrators to work together to change the 
way we teach our children. Our future depends on it. 
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT 
My name is Maureen Ryan, and I am currently a doctoral student at the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst. I am conducting a study, which will 
attempt to answer questions concerning the Performance Improvement Mapping 
Process of school improvement (PIM) and its impact on teacher efficacy. 
I will use the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (24 items) as a pre and post 
evaluation, and selected teacher interviews throughout the PIM process to 
gather information for the study. All participants are guaranteed anonymity 
and confidentiality. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have 
before you sign this consent form. 
The results of this study will be used as part of the requirements for my 
doctoral dissertation at the University of Massachusetts, and will be shared 
with the Massachusetts Department of Education for the purpose of program 
evaluation and improvement. I believe that teachers are one of the most 
critical variables in student achievement, and I want to listen to what 
teachers have to say about education and this model for school improvement. 
Participation is entirely voluntary, and you are free to discontinue or refuse 
to participate at any time. Your identity, and that of your school will not be 
used in the study. Results will be presented in the aggregate, and all 
participants' identities will be protected. 
By signing this Informed Consent, you are indicating that you have read and 
understood the information provided within, and that you are willing to 
participate in the study with the knowledge that you may withdraw this consent 
at any time. Participation includes completing the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy 
Scale at the beginning of the PIM process, and again at the end. In addition, 
if you are selected to participate in interview sessions, you will have the 
opportunity to agree or decline at that time. If you have any questions or 
comments, you may email me at maureennryan@yahoo.com 
Thank you for taking the time to review this statement, and I look forward to 
working with you. 
Sincerely yours, 
Maureen Ryan 
University of Massachusetts Amherst 
Participant's Signature: Date 
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APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHIC. INFORMATION 
Your confidentiality will be protected at all times. No individual information will be used 
in this study. All information will be used for statistical reference only. Thank you for 
your time and participation. 
Name: 
Grade you teach: 
Degrees earned: 
Number of years teaching: 
Other teaching experience than elementary: 
Any administrative experience: 
Any career previous to education: 
Years at this school: 
Years in this district: 
Ethnicity: 
Languages you speak: 
Thank you, again, your participation is invaluable! 
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APPENDIX C 
SAMPLE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Please review what you have done so far in the PIM 
process. 
What do you think of the PIM process? 
Do you think the PIM process affects teacher efficacy? 
What do you think works well in the PIM process? 
What do you think needs improvement in the PIM 
process ? 
Do you think participating in the PIM process will 
affect student achievement at the school? 
Were all the educators in your school involved in the 
PIM process? 
After participating in the PIM process, do the 
educators at your school use data to drive 
instructional decisions? 
Has the PIM process become part of the school culture? 
Is there anything you would like to add? 
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